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The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. SIMMONS).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
March 11, 2003.

I hereby appoint the Honorable RoB Sim-
MONS to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2003, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member,
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip, lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. BALLENGER)
for 5 minutes.

——————

COLOMBIAN COFFEE CRISIS

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, to
most Americans coffee is nothing more
than a morning pick-me-up, a drink
over which to socialize, or an excuse to
reacquaint ourselves with old friends
or even to make new ones. But to Latin
America, our neighbors down there,
coffee is a way of life, a key to sur-
vival, and a hope for the future.

As many of my colleagues may know,
coffee prices are at a record low. Latin
American families who once made a
good living at farming coffee are now

being forced to leave the farm to find
other work. Oftentimes, that means
risking life and limb to emigrate to the
United States or to engage in the ille-
gal production and trafficking of nar-
cotics just to survive.

As a businessman, | fully comprehend
the ebbs and flows of commodity trad-
ing and the effects that oversupply can
have on a market. But there is much
more to the current coffee situation
than profit margins. Latin Americans
produce the highest-quality coffee any-
where in the world, but they cannot
make a living from it. Without imme-
diate action, the consequences will be
felt well beyond the coffee fields.

It is important to remember that de-
mocracy is still young and fragile in
Latin America. Growing poverty and
an increasing lack of real economic op-
portunities are now threatening the
very democracy that thousands of
Latin Americans have risked, and
sometimes lost, their lives to establish.
Over the years, | have worked with
Latin leaders to promote economic op-
portunities that would strengthen new
democracies and improve the lives of
their citizens. The production of real
quality coffee, for instance, once
brought unheard of prosperity to many
of the communities in Central and
South America. But with the price of
quality coffee falling to historic lows,
the flood of lesser- and cheaper-quality
coffee entering the global market,
these very communities are now left
destitute and questioning the benefits
of democracy.

Last July, the Subcommittee on the
Western Hemisphere, which 1 chair,
held a hearing on what some have
termed the ‘‘coffee crisis.”” Some may
refute the premise that there is such a
crisis. The abandoned coffee planta-
tions of El Salvador, Nicaragua, Co-
lombia, and elsewhere, coupled with
the thousands of people who are now
out of work, tell a different story.
There is a crisis.

During the hearing, witnesses testi-
fied that the trade in coffee is nega-
tively affecting the local, national, and
regional economies of our hemisphere.
The overproduction of coffee is the re-
sult of unrestricted imports from
places like Vietnam, where coffee is
not a traditional crop and the farmers
are heavily subsidized by the com-
munist government. In a span of just a
few years, Vietnam has emerged as the
second leading exporter of coffee in the
world. This oversupply has driven cof-
fee prices to their lowest level in 30
years, to just a fraction of what they
were a few years ago.

As a result of this hearing, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FARR) and
I cosponsored House Resolution 604,
along with eight other Members of
Congress. The resolution simply ex-
presses the sense of the House that the
United States should adopt a global
strategy with coordinated activities in
Latin America, Africa, and Asia to ad-
dress the short-term humanitarian
needs and long-term rural development
needs of countries affected by the col-
lapse of coffee prices. It encourages the
President to explore measures to sup-
port and complement multilateral ef-
forts to respond to the global coffee
crisis. But more importantly, it urges
the private sector coffee buyers and
roasters to work with the United
States to seek their own solution to
the crisis which is economically, so-
cially, and environmentally sustain-
able.

Numerous foreign firms are already
helping farmers move away from drug
production and improve the local
economies. A French grocery company,
CarreFour, entered into a contract
with the Colombian organic and spe-
cialty coffee farmers to buy their cof-
fee at slightly higher prices to be mar-
keted in CarreFour stores. While | am
not prone to say anything really nice
about the French, especially recently,
this is the type of corporate citizenship
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that should be emulated. This simple
act of corporate citizenship is pro-
viding coffee consumers the best coffee
available while giving the farmers and
their families a way to earn a living
without having to produce drugs. | also
understand that Starbucks and Green
Mountain engage in outreach programs
for the Latin coffee farmers that allow
them to purchase quality coffees for
their shops.

In conclusion, if we stand by and
allow the crisis to worsen, we are com-
mitting ourselves to more drastic ac-
tion in the medium to long term when
the crisis will have spiraled to our fur-
ther detriment. As the crisis deepens,
so do the problems at the U.S. border,
such as massive migration and the in-
flow of more illegal drugs like cocaine
and heroin. Although there are efforts
under way to address this problem,
more action must be taken. | encour-
age my colleagues to join me in solving
this crisis.

—————

IMPLICATIONS OF WAR WITH IRAQ
MUST BE EXPLAINED BY ADMIN-
ISTRATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN) is recognized during morn-
ing hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the administration continues to assert
rightly that Saddam Hussein is an evil
dictator, but the administration fails
to explain how a preemptive war is in
the best interest of the American peo-
ple.

On February 25 | introduced House
Joint Resolution 24 with the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs.
TAUSCHER) and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL.) The reso-
lution requires the President to submit
a new report to Congress that answers
eight specific questions. It includes a
sense of Congress clause that requests
the President present the report before
a public joint session of Congress.

It is our duty in Congress on behalf of
the American people to ensure that if
the President authorizes military force
against lIraq, that he first give Con-
gress a full accounting of the potential
cost and the potential consequences.

The two reports submitted to Con-
gress by the administration under re-
quirements of the October resolution
have failed to communicate the Presi-
dent’s plans for Iraq. The administra-
tion in reports included no indication
of the potential financial costs of the
war and its aftermath, no indication of
how weapons of mass destruction will
be secured, and no discussion of blow-
backs, the CIA term for terrorist ac-
tions against the United States.

The second report clearly acknowl-
edges the magnitude of the task of re-
constructing and stabilizing Iraq, call-
ing it a massive undertaking. Unfortu-
nately, the report fails to explain how
this challenge will be overcome, what
level of financial, what level of polit-
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ical, what level of military commit-
ment that the administration is willing
to make in Iraqg after the war.

Before the U.S. initiates a preemp-
tive strike, something we have never
done before, without the consensus of
the U.N. Security Council and in the
absence of a clear, imminent threat to
the United States of America, the ad-
ministration must clearly explain to
the American people the short- and
long-term implications of attacking
Iraq. H.R. 24 asks, and the administra-
tion should answer to the American
public and to Congress:

Have we exhausted every diplomatic
means of disarming lraqg?

Will America be safer from terrorism
if we attack Iraq?

How will we deal with the humani-
tarian crisis that inevitably will follow
this war?

How will the war with Iraq affect our
already weak economy?

What will reconstruction of Irag and
providing humanitarian assistance to
that country cost? And how long will it
take, how long will American troops
and civilians be stationed there and at
what cost?

How will attacking Iraq prevent the
proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction, when Korea and Libya and
other countries, and Iran, for instance,
are much further along with nuclear
development, we know, than Iraq is?

What will preemptive war do to the
stability of the Middle East?

Are we ready to commit to a decade
of military troops policing Irag and the
billions of dollars needed to rebuild and
stabilize that country and make that
country, in the words of the President,
into a democracy?

These important questions need to be
answered to the American public before
President Bush decides preemptively,
without U.N. support, to attack an-
other country.

The Washington Post reported today:
“The greatest source of concern among
senior army leaders is the uncertainty
and complexity of the mission in post-
war lIragq, which could require U.S.
forces,”” and get this, ‘“to protect Iraq’s
borders, referee clashes between ethnic
and religious groups, ensure civilian se-
curity, provide humanitarian relief, se-
cure possible chemical and biological
weapon sites, and govern hundreds of
towns and villages.” Simply put, we
could be in the middle of a civil war.

How has the administration re-
sponded to these concerns? With si-
lence. There are no legitimate plans for
reconstruction that anyone has seen.
There are no cost estimates for the
conflict or the post-conflict occupa-
tion. There are no casualty estimates.
These are concerns we must address.

Retired Army Major General William
Nash commanded the first peace-
keeping operation in the Balkans in
1995. After the Gulf War in 1991, he oc-
cupied the area around the Iraqi town
of Safwan on the Kuwaiti border al-
most 2 years ago. He told The Post that
during this time his troops dealt with
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recurring murders, attempted murders,
““ample opportunity,” in his words,
“for civil disorder,” and refugee flows
they could never fully fathom. He went
on to say that 200,000 U.S. and allied
forces will be necessary to stabilize
Irag. Two hundred thousand.

Note that he uses the term “‘allied
forces” in that total. If we continue on
the course we are on, there will be few
allied forces. Maybe Great Britain,
maybe a few Turks, if we pay them
enough, maybe a few Spaniards, maybe
a few Italians, but overwhelming al-
most all of those 200,000 will be Ameri-
cans and we will be footing the bill
alone.

The civilian leadership at the Pen-
tagon and the Department of Defense
continually refuse to acknowledge the
enormity of the challenge in post-con-
flict Irag. They respond to inquires
with delay tactics and uncertain esti-
mates.

I am certain of one thing, Mr. Speak-
er. Any action against Iraq will be dif-
ficult, costly, and dangerous if we do
not go to the U.N. Security Council.

———
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2003, the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. COBLE) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
discuss a very important issue: domes-
tic violence. Last week marked the
second annual ‘““Stop Violence Week in
Washington.” A series of events were
held here to encourage men and women
to come together to stop violence.

As chairman of the House Judiciary
Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism
and Homeland Security, this issue is of
particular concern to me. In the 108th
Congress, our subcommittee will be
tackling important issues relating to
violence prevention. The Bureau of
Justice statistics estimate that in 1998
about 1 million crimes were committed
against persons by their current or
former spouses, boyfriends, or
girlfriends. These types of crimes are
generally referred to as “intimate part-
ner violence,” and women are the vic-
tims in about 85 percent of the cases.
In 1998, in excess of 1,800 murders were
committed by persons against their in-
timate partners.

Although these statistics are shock-
ing, we have made great strides in the
last 2 decades at increasing awareness
of this problem, which is half the bat-
tle. Congress has taken an active role
in addressing the problem by author-
izing expiring grant programs and es-
tablishing new grants to more effec-
tively target violence and abuse. Fed-
eral grant dollars are available through
the Department of Justice and the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices to be used by State and local au-
thorities to assist their communities
and schools in fighting violence. For
example, grants may be used by local
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authorities to aid law enforcement offi-
cers and prosecutors in gathering evi-
dence and building cases to bring vio-
lent criminals to justice.

These grants also may be used to op-
erate training programs for victim ad-
vocates and counselors. Many victims
of domestic violence and sexual assault
are afraid to retell their stories to
friends, family or a counselor. Training
people to know how to assist victims of
domestic violence is a necessary tool in
fighting this epidemic and preventing
future abuse.

The 2000 reauthorization of the Vio-
lence Against Women Act created new
grants to be used to address violence
issues on college campuses. It also au-
thorized new grant monies to assist
victims of violence with legal concerns
and to address violence against the el-
derly and disabled.

Continuing its commitment to fight-
ing violence and domestic abuse, Con-
gress provided generous monies again
this year to the Department of Jus-
tice’s Office on Violence Against
Women.

It is important to recognize the work
and dedication as well of groups com-
mitted to increasing awareness sur-
rounding domestic violence through
education campaigns, intervention, and
counseling.

O 1245

Mr. Speaker, the National Network
to End Domestic Violence, the Na-
tional Coalition Against Domestic Vio-
lence and the National Center for Vic-
tims of Crimes are just a few groups
that are active in ridding our Nation,
our homes, of violence. Many State and
local groups across the country also
work day to day to prevent violence,
aggressively enforce penalties, and
counsel victims of violent crimes.

Mr. Speaker, 1 hope that the Con-
gress will continue to fund outreach
and education programs and encourage
individuals to work together to change
attitudes towards these crimes. It is
clear that we are making progress in
this area, but we must continue to
work together to eradicate violence
against women. To all of those working
at the local, State and Federal level to
eliminate domestic violence and sexual
abuse, we express our thanks to them
for their selfless efforts and dedication.
We hope that our support in the Con-
gress will assist them in this very im-
portant battle and fight.

———————

HONORING 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF
UNIVERSITY OF PUERTO RICO

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Sim-
MONS). Pursuant to the order of the
House of January 7, 2003, the gen-
tleman from Puerto Rico (Mr.
ACEVEDO-VILA) is recoghized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA. Mr. Speaker,
this week Puerto Rico is celebrating
the 100th anniversary of the University
of Puerto Rico, our oldest and most
prominent higher education institu-
tion. One hundred years ago, the Uni-
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versity of the Puerto Rico was founded
as a training center for teachers, and
opened its doors with just 173 students.
Since then, the UPR has evolved to be-
come the foremost Hispanic-serving in-
stitution in the United States, and one
of the leading universities in the Span-
ish-speaking world. Today the UPR of-
fers 485 academic programs in prac-
tically all areas of learning and has a
student body of about 70,000 students.

The political, cultural and economic
development of Puerto Rico has been
closely linked to the UPR. From gov-
ernors, Supreme Court judges, and
NASA engineers to world-renowned au-
thors and poet laureates, all can be
found in the UPR alumni. I am proud
to be one of thousands of alumni of the
UPR that today pay tribute to our
alma mater. We look forward to an-
other 100 years of excellence.

Mr. Speaker, congratulations to the
people of Puerto Rico, to the Univer-
sity of Puerto Rico, to its students, and
to its alumni on its 100-year anniver-
sary.

—

COVER THE UNINSURED WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. STEARNS) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, this
week is Cover the Uninsured Week
where lawmakers, the media, and our
constituents will consider how we can
help provide health care coverage for
some 35 million Americans. No doubt
some will pronounce that the answer
lies in a single payer, universal health
care coverage program. | say there are
better ways. Why? Let us look at coun-
tries that do have national health care
in place and see its problems.

Let me share with Members a story |
read in a February 13 article in the
New York Times about the growing lag
on the Canadian health care system.
According to this article, a Canadian
government study shows that 4.3 mil-
lion Canadians, 18 percent of those who
saw a doctor in 2001, had a problem get-
ting tests or surgery done in a timely
fashion. Three million could not find a
family physician. Canada spends $86
billion on the health care. Only the
United States, Germany and Switzer-
land spend more as a proportion of eco-
nomic output, but budget cuts since
the early 1990s have impeded efforts to
keep health care up to date.

Waiting lines have also increased be-
cause an aging population is placing
more demands on the system. A study
by the Fraser Institute recently con-
cluded that patients across Canada ex-
perience waiting times of 16.5 weeks be-
tween receiving a referral from a gen-
eral practitioner and undergoing treat-
ment in 2001-2002, a rate 77 percent
longer than in 1993.

Mr. Speaker, can Members imagine
an insured American putting up with a
wait for 4 months? As Members can
imagine, those with the means to seek
other options do not, due to what the
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Canadians call “line jumping’” by the
affluent and well-connected.

While the goal of many who rec-
ommended socialized health care is
egalitarian, equal health services for
all, that is exactly what they get, an
equally long wait for all. But if a Cana-
dian has money, they just fly south to
a private physician in the United
States. My State of Florida is notori-
ously a haven for Canadian snowbirds
to winter in and seek medical care.

Last month | had members of various
Canadian provincial governments visit
me asking how they could work out an
arrangement and fee schedule with
physicians in Florida to provide serv-
ices to them.

And to point out another example of
the erosion of egalitarian goal that na-
tional health care is supposed to pro-
vide, there is an ad for an up-scale ma-
ternity service in London’s Portland
Hospital. It points out women do not
have to be famous to give birth there,
they just need to have money. Deluxe
private suites, champagne, and a beau-
ty salon are just among some of the
amenities. | thought all English women
could receive quality, timely obstet-
rical care in their assigned hospital.
But why then would the Duchess of
York and supermodel Jerry Hall choose
to have their babies outside the social-
ized system, because those who can af-
ford to pay want choice, and we should
provide nothing less for all Americans.

To seek a legacy in his final years of
office, Canada’s Prime Minister Jean
Chretien has agreed to spend $9 billion
more over the next 3 years. Fortu-
nately for Canadians, the system’s
shortfalls have opened the way for ten-
tative but growing movements toward
privately managed medical services.

Let us resolve today to promote
choice and opportunity for the unin-
sured to obtain the health care plan
that works best for them. One of the
major ways is to institute a tax parity
into health insurance. The 90 percent
of us who receive our health insurance
through our employers are receiving a
substantial tax benefit. We should ex-
tend this to those in the individual
market also.

When this Congress convened on Jan-
uary 7, | introduced my bill, H.R. 198,
that would allow any tax filer to de-
duct 100 percent of the cost of their
health insurance as well as non-
reimbursed prescription drugs. Cur-
rently, only the self-employed can de-
duct 100 percent, but what about the
unemployed or the retired? H.R. 198
would help them also. Likewise, many
of my colleagues have introduced legis-
lation to provide tax credits for Ameri-
cans to use for purchasing health care.
These are all ways we can help cover
the uninsured and enable them to pur-
chase the health insurance of their
choice.

LONG LINES MAR CANADA’S LOW-COST HEALTH
CARE
(By Clifford Krauss)

TORONTO. Feb. 11—During a routine self-

examination last May, Shirley Magee found
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a lump on her breast. Within weeks she had
it and some lymph modes removed. So far so
good, until it came to the follow-up therapy.

Mrs. Magee, a 55-year-old public school
secretary, researched her condition on the
Internet, and read that optimally, radiation
treatment should begin two weeks after sur-
gery. But the local provincial government
clearinghouse that manages the waiting
time for radiation therapy told her she had
to wait until the end of September—nearly
three months after her surgery—to begin
treatment.

“l was supposed to feel lucky | got in so
quickly,” said Mrs. Magee, still viscerally
annoyed though she has since successfully
completed her radiation regime. “It’s a hor-
rible feeling that something in your body is
ticking that you have no control over. If |
were a politician’s wife | wouldn’t have had
to wait.”

Long heralded for giving all Canadians free
health insurance and paying for almost all
medical expenses, the health care system
founded in the 1960’s has long been the third
rail all of Canadian politics; not to be
touched by private hands, nor altered by
Parliament.

But growing complaints about long lines
for diagnosis and surgery, as well as wide-
spread line-jumping by the affluent, and con-
nected, are eroding public confidence in Can-
ada’s national health care system and pro-
ducing a leading issue for next year’s na-
tional elections.

A recent government study indicated that
4.3 million Canadian adults—or 18 percent of
those who saw a doctor in 2001—reported
they had difficulty seeing a doctor or getting
a test or surgery done in a timely fashion.
Three million Canadians are unable to find a
family physician, according to several pri-
vate studies, producing a situation all the
more serious since it is the family doctor
who refers patients to specialists and med-
ical testing.

“The sky isn’t falling, but things are not
rosy,”” said Dr. Dana W. Hanson, president of
the Canadian Medical Association. ‘‘Never-
theless if things are not fixed, the sky may
fall.”

Canada spends $86 billion a year on health
care—only the United States, Germany and
Switzerland spend more as a proportion of
total economic output—but budget cutbacks
since the early 1990’s have impeded efforts to
keep health care up to date. A recent report
by the Senate’s Standing Committee on So-
cial Affairs. Science and Technology indi-
cates that well over 30 percent of the coun-
try’s medical imaging devices are obsolete.

Overworked technology is one reason for
the long lines; others include a shortage of
nurses and inefficient management of hos-
pital and other health care facilities, accord-
ing to several studies.

Waiting times have also increased because
an aging population has put more demands
on the system, while the current generation
of doctors is working fewer hours than the
last.

Waiting can occur at every step of treat-
ment. A study by the conservative Fraser In-
stitute concluded that patients across Can-
ada experienced average waiting times of 16.5
weeks between receiving a referral from a
general practitioner and undergoing treat-
ment in 2001-2002, a rate 77 percent longer
than in 1993. The recent Senate report noted
that waiting times for M.R.l.,, CT. and
ultrasound scans grew by 40 percent since
1994.

“Waiting lists are the hornets’ nests that
are jeopardizing the system,’” said Dr. Tirone
E. David, professor of surgery at the Univer-
sity of Toronto. He noted that Ontario resi-
dents needed to wait an average of two
months to see a cardiologist unless it was an
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emergency, queries for angiograms took four
to six weeks, and waiting times between ini-
tial examination and micro-valve repairs
could take as long as six months.

“It wasn’t that way 15 years ago,” Dr.
David added. “‘It does not alter the ultimate
outcome, but there’s an anguish and uncer-
tainty when a person feels their life is in a
holding pattern for up to a year.”

Defenders of the Canadian system note
that only patients waiting months for non-
emergency care, like treatments for cata-
racts and hernias skew the waiting time sta-
tistics.

And they argue that within life expectancy
of 78 years, Canadians still enjoy one of the
longest life expectancies in the world, slight-
ly higher than the United States where 41
million people have no health insurance.

Still recent polls show that while Cana-
dians want to keep their national system
they are worried about its future effective-
ness.

“l don’t think there’s a lot of patience
among the public for a lot more study,” said
Deputy Prime Minister John Manley in a re-
cent interview noting that his own driver
needed to wait a year for hip replacement
surgery. “There’s not a lot of time to deal
with it.”

In response to the growing concerns, Prime
Minister Jean Chretien and the Senate con-
ducted studies of the system, that concluded
in recent months that shortages of doctors
nurses and diagnostic equipment had caused
at least some deterioration of care over the
last 10 years.

Seeking a legacy in his final year in office.
Mr. Chretien agreed last week to spend over
$9 billion more over the next three years on
programs to improve diagnostic equipment,
primary care, drug coverage and home care.
But the provincial and territorial premiers
say that isn’t nearly enough to alleviate
shortages of services, particularly in rural
areas.

The system’s shortfalls have opened the
way for tentative but growing moves toward
privately managed medical services and user
fee in return for quicker service. A hospital
in Montreal has begun charging fees for some
surgical procedures and renting operating
rooms to patients for several hundred dollars
an hour. A Vancouver hospital has begun
selling full-body C.T. scans for $860.

In an effort to reduce waiting lists, the
provinces of Alberta, Nova Scotia and On-
tario have established about 30 private
M.R.l. and C.T. clinics, some of which offer
nonemergency services to be paid for by pri-
vate insurance.

“With the system cracking at the edges
and waiting lists growing, people will even-
tually stay ‘‘all right, let me pay, said Dr.
Tom McGowan, president of Canadian Radi-
ation Oncology Services, Canada’s first for
profit cancer radiation treatment center
which has treated nearly 2,000 patients since
it opened in Toronto two years ago. (Pa-
tients still pay nothing at the radiation clin-
ic; Dr. McGowan is paid by the province and
receives bonuses if he surpasses productivity
targets.)

The Ontario provincial government al-
lowed Dr. McGowan to open his night clinic
after it was forced to send 1,650 cancer pa-
tients to the United States for radiation
treatments during a 25-month period in 2000
and 2001 because of waiting lists that were up
to 16 weeks long.

Dr. McGowan said the emergency, which
cost the province $20 million in travel costs,
was not rooted in a shortage of equipment
nor staff but inefficient public management.
Whatever the reasons his patients are quick
to tell horror stories about their waits for di-
agnostic tests and treatments.

“Your worst fear is it is going to grow
while you are waiting.” said Pat McMeekin,
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a 53-year-old hospital clerical worker, recall-
ing the two months she had to wait between
a mammogram and the first of two biopsies
confirming she had breast cancer last sum-
mer. “When you have something you want to
take care of it and be done with it.”

TOLERANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. PENCE) is recognized during morn-
ing hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, | was here
on September 11, 2001. | saw the skies
filled with mud-brown smoke rising
from the devastation at the Pentagon.
| felt that anger that every American
felt then and that continues to simmer
in the lesser angels of our nature to
this very hour.

There is in my heartland Indiana dis-
trict a small mosque in Muncie, Indi-
ana, where each weekend a small com-
munity, less than 1,000 people of Arabic
descent, gather to practice their reli-
gious faith, each of them contributing
in important ways in our community.
They reached me in the immediate
hours after September 11 and expressed
to me their concern as family people
for their well-being in the wake of this
attack that was unanimously effected
by Arab extremists against our coun-
try.

It was then that | issued a statement
I read again today. | said then that the
terrorists who attacked the World
Trade Center and the Pentagon are not
representative of the overwhelming
majority of Arabs or Muslims in the
United States, and we could not allow
anger at this horrible act to lead us to
hate or discriminate against innocent
individuals who happened to be of Mid-
dle Eastern descent. | said that terror
has no regard for religion or ethnicity,
and if we attack the innocent simply
because of their ethnic status, we are
no better than the terrorists who at-
tacked us.

So we come to these days in which
we find ourselves again perhaps on the
precipice of a war in the Middle East,
with the news in our Muncie newspaper
this weekend that a recent graduate of
Ball State University was arrested on
terrorist charges at his home in Idaho.
I thought with this news and the poten-
tial for war abroad and terrorist at-
tacks at home, it would be appropriate
to rise again to remind the people of
my district and the State and even of
this country that we cannot allow the
hatred that terrorists and their sympa-
thizers possess to inflame our hearts
and distort our communities.

I urge my fellow citizens to continue
to embrace those ideals of the Declara-
tion of Independence, and understand
while we believe and have built a Na-
tion founded on the premise that all
men are endowed by our Creator with
certain inalienable rights, we cannot
and must not give voice of persecution
or permit acts of discrimination
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against those among us of Middle East-
ern descent. Millions of Arab Ameri-
cans, like those in my district, con-
tribute daily in vital ways to our com-
munities and our Nation in every pro-
fessional class, medicine, academia, en-
gineering, and yes, to the U.S. armed
forces.

The Good Book tells us, and what
does the Lord require of you? To do
justice, to love kindness, to walk hum-
bly with your God. Let us as we go into
these difficult times and in the dif-
ficult days ahead rededicate ourselves
to practice justice and kindness toward
every American, citizen and visitor of
Middle Eastern descent, that we may
hold up those ideals that brave Ameri-
cans fight to defend in these days.

————

ALLIED SUPPORT FOR WAR
AGAINST IRAQ

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I am confused today. | have
been in Congress 17 years and | have
been a strong supporter of our rela-
tions with our European friends, with
parliamentarians from Russia,
Ukraine, China, and every other major
nation in the world. | have traveled to
France and Germany several times,
and have hosted scores of members of
parliaments.

But what | saw occur last week and
what | am hearing coming out of the
President’s mouth disturbs and con-
fuses me. President Chirac of France
and his counterpart, Chancellor
Schroeder of Germany, have said that
they will not support the U.S. effort to
remove Saddam Hussein from lIraqg.
They have further said there is no jus-
tification for war unless it is approved
by the U.N. Security Council.
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But | look at each country and | won-
der what they are referring to, because
it was France just 4 years ago when
they wanted the U.S. to come in and
assist them militarily in removing
Milosevic from power in Belgrade. It
was France who came to the U.S. and
convinced our President to put our
sons and daughters in harm’s way. But
in doing so, along with the French, in
pushing America to fight this military
battle, they would not go to the U.N.
Security Council because they knew
that Russia would veto any resolution.

So what did France and Germany do?
Just a few short years ago, for the first
time and only time in NATO’s history,
along with our President, at that time
Bill Clinton, they used a NATO mili-
tary force to invade a non-NATO sov-
ereign nation to remove the head of
state, and that head of state was
Slobodan Milosevic. Now, Milosevic
was a bad guy, a war criminal, he has
done bad things, but everyone, includ-
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ing the special rapporteur for human
rights at the U.N., Max van der Stoel,
including Bill Clinton’s own Ambas-
sador to the U.N., Ambassador
Holbrooke, have all said publicly that,
in fact, Saddam Hussein is far worse
than Milosevic ever was. In fact, a U.N.
special rapporteur said there has been
no leader since Adolf Hitler who has
done the kinds of human rights abuses
that Saddam Hussein has done.

How, then, can France and Germany
when just a few short years ago for
their own benefit, because a neighbor
was threatening in their case, they
felt, their security, enticed the U.S. to
come in and use our troops to remove
Milosevic from power militarily and
today say, in a situation far, far worse
in Saddam Hussein, that force is not
justified?

I am also reminded of just a year ago,
President Jacques Chirac, saying it
again, the U.N. Security Council is the
final group that should decide the
change of regimes, sent French troops
to the Ivory Coast because of a coup at-
tempt, sent French troops there, with-
out going to the U.N. Security Council,
without asking for a vote, without em-
ploying the very tactics that he is
standing up now and demanding around
the world.

Mr. Speaker, | am troubled. The
French and Germans have been our
longtime friends, and hopefully they
will be once this is over; but the words
coming out of the mouths of Jacques
Chirac and Gerhard Schroder and their
foreign ministers leave me confused
and bewildered. | really wonder what
France stands for. | really wonder what
Germany stands for. Are they really
against human rights abuses as defined
by Amnesty International and every
other major human rights group? Are
they really convinced that people who
are bad actors like Milosevic should be
removed from office, as we did with
their pushing and support just a few
years ago militarily? And if so, why
the change with Saddam Hussein? I
hope it is not because of the ties to oil
that France has with Iraq. | would hope
that is not the case with the French.
But, Mr. Speaker, | do not know what
the proper response is.

Mr. Speaker, 1 include for the
RECORD two letters which were sent by
me to President Jacques Chirac last
Friday and Chancellor Gerhard
Schroder, also last Friday, which basi-
cally lay out the facts and then asks
the question of the French and Ger-
mans, Do you have a double standard?
Is it okay to entice America to come in
and fight a battle in front of you in
your backyard to remove a leader that
you have said publicly is a human
rights abuser, even though you do not
want to go to the U.N. and did not go
to the U.N. to achieve the U.N.’s sup-
port? Is it okay to do that and then a
few years later, after 12 years of seeing
Saddam Hussein Kill tens of thousands
of innocent people, use chemical weap-
ons against the Kurds, commit war
crimes against our own American
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POWs, 21 of them, in fact, and, in fact,
commit the most horrendous crimes
against the Kuwaitis and all the other
minority groups inside Iraq, and then
to come forward and say, “Well, in this
case it’s different”?

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, March 7, 2003
President JACQUES CHIRAC,
Republic of France, c/o Embassy of France,
Washington, DC.

DEAR PRESIDENT CHIRAC: As a long time
friend of the French people and a steadfast
facilitator of inter-parliamentary coopera-
tion between our nations, | am compelled to
contact you to express my disappointment
with your government’s actions. Throughout
my tenure in Congress, | have hosted dozens
of French parliamentarians, traveled to your
country to speak to government officials and
industry leaders, and endeavored to
strengthen the relations between our great
nations. However, | was outraged today by
your Foreign Minister’s statements before
the United Nations opposing the use of force
to uphold the United Nations Charter and
the sixteen multilateral resolutions written
after the Gulf War cease-fire in 1991. Your
government’s words and actions have done
serious, if not permanent, damage to the
once unshakable foundations of the great
transatlantic alliance that has served our
mutual interests for so long.

Your continued opposition to the use of
force to disarm Iraq without the full support
of the United Nations is steeped in hypocrisy
of such epic proportions, that your sudden
reverence for the inviolability of the United
Nations is laughable. When the dictator
Milosevic threatened western Europe’s back
door, France was entirely content to bypass
the United Nations Security Council and
take military action. History will forever
judge your use of NATO—championing the
organization’s first offensive action against
a non-menber—without any attempt to em-
ploy the global diplomacy of the United Na-
tions. The actions of your Foreign Minister
opposing the dedication of the United States
stands in stark contradiction to the prac-
tices and motivations of your government in
Yugoslavia. During negotiations within the
Security Council amidst the NATO engage-
ment, Alain Dejammet justified France’s ac-
tions through the enforcement of three reso-
lutions under Chapter VII on Kosovo and
Yugoslavia’s refusal to fulfill its obligations
under those agreements. Your opposition and
veto threat sends a disturbing message to fu-
ture generations that international inter-
ference is no longer desired to end genocide,
obstruct terrorism or aid a suffering people
under a demonic regime. Even more dis-
turbing, is that the efforts to remove the
cancer of Slobodon Milosevic could not have
been accomplished without the vast majority
of coalition troops, air strikes and logistical
support provided by the United States. In
fact, France went to great lengths to have
America commit our sons and daughters for
this moral purpose, and we dutifully obliged.

I am quite sure that the foreign ministers
of France and Germany slept soundly while
the bombs fell on Kosovo without United Na-
tions approval. However, the historically
peaceful people of France are now roused to
defend the sacred honor of the Security
Council, the very same Security Council
whose honor they flouted just five years ago.
Convenience, not principle, seems to be
France’s guiding compass. Your constant op-
position to America’s effort to remove a re-
gime that has continually violated several, if
not all of the human rights provisions within
the United Nations charter and presents an
increasing threat to democracies all over the
world is nothing short of appalling. The dic-
tatorship in Iraq far surpasses the practice of
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murder and oppression that ever existed in
Yugoslavia. Nevertheless, your country in-
sists on turning a blind eye to the atrocities
and breeding ground for terrorism that fail
to occur near the borders of old Europe.

France’s continued indifference to the
plight of the Iraqi people, its neighbors and
those who fall subject to Saddam Hussein’s
evil rule defies explanation. The atrocities
perpetrated under Hussein’s regime are well
documented by organizations such as Human
Rights Watch, the International Federation
for Human Rights, Amnesty International,
the Coalition for International Justice and
even the United Nations. In fact, the former
United Nations Special Rapporteur for
Human Rights in lraq, Max Van der Stoel,
stated that ‘“‘the brutality of the lIraqi re-
gime was of an exceptionally grave char-
acter, so grave that it has few parallels in
the years that have passed sine the Second
World War. . . . It is to comparisons with
the obscenity of the Holocaust and Stalin’s
mass murders that observers are inevitably
drawn when confronted with the horrors of
Saddam’s Irag. . . This is a state that em-
ploys arbitrary execution, imprisonment and
torture on a comprehensive and routine
basis.”

The vile methods of torture inflicted upon
Coalition prisoners of the Gulf War, Kuwai-
tis, Kurds, Sh’iit muslims, Iranians,
Turkomans, and anyone else who dares to
live a life contrary to the wishes of Saddam
Hussein are well documented. Primitive exe-
cutions, dismemberment, castration, hang-
ings by barbed wire, the raping of women in
front of family members and children, burn-
ing flesh with acid, finger and toenail extrac-
tion, boring holes into bodies with drills and
the ignition of gasoline pumped into various
orifices of the human body are routine meas-
ures employed by Hussein and his henchmen.

Yet France continues to make every effort
to block Hussein’s removal and protect a
despot whose country has the highest num-
ber of disappearances and displaced persons
in the World. You callously refuse to ac-
knowledge the documented destruction of
life and repeated offensive military actions
against surrounding countries since the
1970’s. Your actions condone the blatant dis-
regard of United Nations resolutions since
1991, and repeatedly make it clear that inter-
national law should not be honored. The
statements made today and your acquies-
cence may forever undermine the peaceful
objectives that are the foundation of inter-
national law and serve to entice future evils.

America will not follow France’s lead and
remain content to concern ourselves solely
with problems that border our country. We
will not allow economic investments and re-
source dependency to impede our future
judgments to alleviate the suffering of oth-
ers. The American people and my colleagues
in Congress will not soon forget the rank hy-
pocrisy and blatant disloyalty displayed by
your country today, and I am confident that
the free people of the world will also refuse
to follow your misguided lead.

Sincerely,
CURT WELDON,
Member of Congress.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, March 7, 2003.
Chancellor GERHARD SCHRODER,
Federal Republic of Germany, c/o Embassy of
Germany, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHANCELLOR SCHRODER: As a long
time friend of the German people and a
steadfast facilitator of inter-parliamentary
cooperation between our nations, I am com-
pelled to contact you. Throughout my tenure
in Congress, | have hosted dozens of Bundes-
tag members, served on the German Caucus
and U.S. Congress-German Bundestag Study
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Group, and endeavored to strengthen the re-
lations between our great Nations. However,
I was outraged today by your Foreign Min-
ister’s statements before the United Nations
opposing the use of force to uphold the
United Nations Charter and the sixteen mul-
tilateral resolutions written after the Gulf
War cease-fire in 1991. Your government’s
words and actions have done serious, if not
permanent, damage to the once unshakable
foundations of the great transatlantic alli-
ance that has served our mutual interests for
so long.

Your continued opposition to the use of
force to disarm Iraq without the full support
of the United Nations is steeped in hypocrisy
of such epic proportions, that your sudden
reverence for the inviolability of the United
Nations is laughable. When the dictator
Milosevic threatened western Europe’s back
door, Germany was entirely content to by-
pass the United Nations Security Council
and take military action. History will for-
ever judge your use of NATO—championing
the organization’s first offensive action
against a non-member—without any attempt
to employ the global diplomacy of the
United Nations. The actions of your Foreign
Minister opposing the dedication of the
United States stands in stark contradiction
to the practices and motivations of your gov-
ernment in Yugoslavia. In fact, Minister
Joschka Fischer himself characterized the
Serbian actions as a ‘‘declaration of war
against the policy of European integration.
It is not only a question of morality or of
human rights, it is a question of security and
stability in Europe.” Your opposition sends a
disturbing message to future generations
that international interference is no longer
desired to end genocide, obstruct terrorism
or aid a suffering people under a demonic re-
gime. Even more disturbing, is that the ef-
forts to remove the cancer of Slobodon
Milosevic could not have been accomplished
without the vast majority of coalition
troops, air strikes and logistical support
dedicated to your effort by the United
States. In fact, Germany went to great
lengths to have America commit our sons
and daughters for this moral purpose, and we
dutifully obliged.

I am quite sure that the Foreign Ministers
of France and Germany slept soundly while
the bombs fell on Kosovo without United Na-
tions approval. Now, the people of Germany
are roused to defend the sacred honor of the
Security Council, the very same Security
Council whose honor they flouted just five
years ago. Convenience, not principle, seems
to be Germany’s guiding compass. Your con-
stant opposition to America’s efforts to re-
move a regime that has continually violated
several, if not all of the human rights provi-
sions within the United Nations charter and
presents an increasing threat to democracies
all over the world is nothing short of appall-
ing. The dictatorship in lraq far surpasses
the practice of murder and oppression that
ever existed in Yugoslavia. Nevertheless,
your country insists on turning a blind eye
to the atrocities and breeding ground for ter-
rorism that fail to occur near the borders of
old Europe.

Germany’s continued indifference to the
plight of the Iraqi people, its neighbors and
those who fall subject to Saddam Hussein’s
evil rule defies explanation. The atrocities
perpetrated under Hussein’s regime are well
documented by organizations such as Human
Rights Watch, the International Federation
for Human Rights, Amnesty International,
the Coalition for International Justice and
even the United Nations. In fact, the former
United Nations Special Rapporteur for
Human Rights in lIraq, Max Van der Stoel,
stated that ‘“‘the brutality of the Iraqi re-
gime was of an exceptionally grave char-
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acter, so grave that it has few parallels in
the years that have passed since the Second
World War. . . . It is to comparisons with
the obscenity of the Holocaust and Stalin’s
mass murders that observers are inevitably
drawn when confronted with the horrors of
Saddam’s Iraqg. . . . This is a state that em-
ploys arbitrary execution, imprisonment and
torture on a comprehensive and routine
basis.”

The vile methods of torture inflicted upon
Coalition prisoners of the Gulf War, Kuwai-
tis, Kurds, Sh’iit muslims, Iranians,
Turkomans, and anyone else who dares to
live a life contrary to the wishes of Saddam
Hussein are well documented. Primitive exe-
cutions, dismemberment, castration, hang-
ings by barbed wire, the raping of women in
front of family members and children, burn-
ing flesh with acid, finger and toenail extrac-
tion, boring holes into bodies with drills and
the ignition of gasoline pumped into various
orifices of the human body are routine meas-
ures employed by Hussein and his henchmen.

Yet your country continues to make every
effort to block Hussein’s removal and protect
a despot whose country has the highest num-
ber of disappearances and displaced persons
in the World. You callously refuse to ac-
knowledge the documented destruction of
life and repeated offensive military actions
against surrounding countries since the
1970’s. Your actions condone the blatant dis-
regard of United Nations resolutions since
1991, and repeatedly make it clear that inter-
national law should not be honored. The
statements made today and your acquies-
cence may forever undermine the peaceful
objectives that are the foundation of inter-
national law and serve to entice future evils.

America will not follow Germany’s lead
and remain content to concern ourselves
solely with problems that border our coun-
try. We will not allow economic investments
and resource dependency to impede our fu-
ture judgments to alleviate the suffering of
others. The American people and my col-
leagues in Congress will not soon forget the
rank hypocrisy and blatant disloyalty dis-
played by your country today, and | am con-
fident that the free people of the world will
also refuse to follow your misguided lead.

Sincerely,
CURT WELDON,
Member of Congress.

———

HONORING NAPERVILLE CENTRAL
WOMEN’S BASKETBALL CHAM-
PIONSHIP TEAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Sim-
MONS). Pursuant to the order of the
House of January 7, 2003, the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT) is
recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in honor of the Redhawks, the
Naperville Central High School wom-
en’s basketball team, who this weekend
brought home the Illinois Class AA
State championship.

Under the leadership of Head Coach
Andy Nussbaum, the Redhawks on Sat-
urday tipped Chicago Fenwick in over-
time, 63-59, to capture the school’s first
State title and the number seven rank-
ing in the latest national rankings as
compiled by USA Today.

Who are the Redhawks? They are Ra-
chel Crissy, Seanna O’Malley, Lauren
Grochowski, Megan McNaughton, Brit-
tany Utrata, Liz Lawdensky, Tiffany
Hudson, Courtney Peters, Erica Carter,
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Denise Hill, Candace Parker, Megan
Martin, Meredith Daniels, Christina
Sahly, Molly Glanz, and Tara Hester.

Mr. Speaker, all of Illinois, and espe-
cially the city of Naperville, are proud
of the girls’ accomplishments, none of
which is more impressive than posting
an unblemished 35-0 record. This was
the first perfect season for a Class AA
women’s championship team since 1998.

As many people in lllinois and across
the Nation know, not so long ago the
women Redhawks would not have had
the chance to even lace up their sneak-
ers. Thanks to the passage of title IX
in 1972, young women and girls
throughout America have come to ben-
efit from the opportunities enjoyed for
so long by young men and boys in
America. It has enabled young women
to participate in school sports, to learn
the value of teamwork and competi-
tion, and to gain the self-confidence
and skills that are so valuable in busi-
ness and in other future careers.

Congratulations, Redhawks; and let
me say, look out Redhawks opponents
in 2004. Coach Nussbaum returns four
starters, including the top junior play-
er in the Nation, Candace Parker.

——
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until 2
p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 6 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.

———
0 1400
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mrs. BIGGERT) at 2 p.m.

————

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

“Lord, my refuge, my stronghold, my
God in whom | trust.”

When the winds of distress swirl
around us, Lord, or unsettling times
demand determination, Members of
Congress, as any of us in America,
want to take refuge. We may seek ref-
uge in consultation as we look for sup-
port from others. Or we may be tempt-
ed to blame others for our troubles.
Rather than take refuge in excuses or
in the shadow of others, we need to
stand resolutely ourselves, claim You,
O Lord, as our sure refuge, and act re-
sponding to Your guidance.

When as a Nation or as individuals
our security is shaken or our vulner-
ability revealed, we may, like Adam,
want to hide. We may be tempted to
think the firing power of weapons is
our greatest strength, or the power of
money will protect us. But in all the
battles that are fought, You alone, O
God, are a lasting stronghold.

So it is: in God we trust now and for-
ever. Amen.
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THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House her approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TURNER)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. TURNER of Ohio led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

ALTERNATIVE TO WAR

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, last
week a Defense Department spokesman
announced that the United States is
preparing to use landmines in Irag.
What an insult to the 146 countries
brave enough to sign the Landmine
Treaty which forbids the use of land-

mines. Embarrassingly, the United
States is not a signatory.
Landmines do not know the dif-

ference between a soldier and a child.

Instead of Kkilling children, we need
to educate them. Instead of seeding
Iraqg with explosives, we should plant
seeds of peace and well-being world-
wide. Instead of using landmines in
Iraq, we should be cleaning up land-
mines in Afghanistan.

Madam Speaker, the use of land-
mines is a step in the wrong direction.
There are alternatives to war. Our
problem is we have not prepared for
them.

———

HONORING PRISON FELLOWSHIP

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, in the
1990s we realized that tough sentencing
for criminals reduced crime rates. But
this year alone, roughly 600,000 of those
prisoners will be released; and statis-
tics show that over 60 percent of these
parolees will return to prison within 2
years.

To combat this trend, Prison Fellow-
ship, a faith-based group, was formed
and began to offer job-skills training,
drug treatment, and the opportunity to
cultivate character and faith. The re-
sults have been dramatic. Just 8 per-
cent of their participants have re-
turned to prison within 2 years. It sim-
ply produces productive rehabilitated
members of society.

But the forces of the left seek to
undo the progress by suing Prison Fel-
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lowship. Americans United for the Sep-
aration of Church and State have sued
them because of this. The left needs to
learn that faith-based programs work
many times better than government
programs. They are seeking to build a
more healthy society.

———

UNANIMOUS SUPPORT FOR U.S.
TROOPS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

(Mr. ISRAEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ISRAEL. Madam Speaker, over
the weekend | joined with hundreds of
Marines in my congressional district as
they prepared to deploy to the Middle
East. Many of their families asked me
whether the American people will sup-
port them. They asked whether the
polls that they read about reflect a
lack of support for those who may be
asked to fight for our freedoms in the
Middle East.

Madam Speaker, | support the use of
force, but | understand that there is a
diversity of opinion on this issue. In
America we have the right to agree,
the right to disagree, the right to re-
main silent; but let no one believe for
a moment that there is any division
with respect to supporting our troops.
Republicans and Democrats will go and
fight for our freedoms abroad and Re-
publicans and Democrats will stand by
them at home. We cannot forget our
support of those brave men and women,
and | know that this Congress will not
forget that for a moment.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered or on which the
vote is objected to under clause 6 of
rule XX.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken after 6:30 p.m. today.

————

RECOGNIZING THE BICENTENNIAL
OF THE ADMISSION OF OHIO
INTO THE UNION AND THE CON-
TRIBUTIONS OF OHIO RESIDENTS
TO THE ECONOMIC, SOCIAL AND
CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT OF
THE UNITED STATES

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, 1 move to suspend the rules and
agree to the resolution (H. Res. 122)
recognizing the bicentennial of the ad-
mission of Ohio into the Union and the
contributions of Ohio residents to the
economic, social, and cultural develop-
ment of the United States.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 122

Whereas Ohio residents will celebrate 2003
as the 200th anniversary of Ohio’s admission
into the Union;
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Whereas Ohio was the 17th State to be ad-
mitted to the Union and was the first State
to be created from the Northwest Territory;

Whereas ‘“‘Ohio”’ is derived from the Iro-
quois word meaning ‘‘great river”’, referring
to the Ohio River which forms the southern
boundary and a portion of the eastern bound-
ary of the State;

Whereas Ohio was the site of battles of the
American Indian Wars, French and Indian
Wars, Revolutionary War, the War of 1812,
and the Civil War;

Whereas in the nineteenth century, Ohio, a
free state, was an important stop on the Un-
derground Railroad as a destination for more
than 100,000 individuals escaping slavery and
seeking freedom;

Whereas Ohio, which is known as ‘““The
Mother of Presidents’”, has given eight
United States presidents to the Nation, in-
cluding William Henry Harrison, Ulysses S.
Grant, Rutherford B. Hayes, James A. Gar-
field, Benjamin Harrison, William McKinley,
William H. Taft, and Warren G. Harding;

Whereas Ohio inventors, including Thomas
Edison (incandescent light bulb), Orville and
Wilbur Wright (first in flight), Henry
Timken (roller bearings), Charles Kettering
(automobile starter), Charles Goodyear
(process of vulcanizing rubber), Garrett Mor-
gan (traffic light), and Roy Plunkett (Tef-
lon), created the basis for modern living as
we know it;

Whereas Ohio, which is also known as ““The
Birthplace of Aviation”, has been home to 24
astronauts, including John Glenn, Neil Arm-
strong, and Judith Resnik;

Whereas Ohio has a rich sports tradition
and has produced many sports legends, in-
cluding Annie Oakley, Jesse Owens, Cy
Young, Jack Nicklaus, and Nancy Lopez;

Whereas Ohio has produced many distin-
guished writers including Harriet Beecher
Stowe, Paul Laurence Dunbar, Toni Morri-
son, and James Thurber;

Whereas the agriculture and agribusiness
industry is and has long been the number one
industry in Ohio, contributing $73,000,000,000
annually to Ohio’s economy and employing 1
in 6 Ohioans, and that industry’s tens of
thousands of Ohio farmers and 14,000,000
acres of Ohio farmland feed the people of the
State, the Nation, and the world;

Whereas the enduring manufacturing econ-
omy of Ohio is responsible for ¥4 of Ohio’s
Gross State Product, provides over one mil-
lion well-paying jobs to Ohioans, exports
$26,000,000,000 in products to 196 countries,
and provides over $1,000,000,000 in tax reve-
nues to local schools and governments;

Whereas Ohio is home to over 140 colleges
and universities which have made significant
contributions to the intellectual life of the
State and Nation, and continued investment
in education is Ohio’s promise to future eco-
nomic development in the “knowledge econ-
omy”’ of the 21st century;

Whereas, from its inception, Ohio has been
a prime destination for immigrants, and the
rich cultural and ethnic heritage that has
been interwoven into the spirit of the people
of Ohio and that enriches Ohio’s commu-
nities and the quality of life of its residents
is both a tribute to, and representative of,
the Nation’s diversity;

Whereas Ohio began celebrations com-
memorating its bicentennial on March 1,
2003, in Chillicothe, the first capital of Ohio;
and

Whereas the bicentennial celebrations will
include Inventing Flight in Dayton (cele-
brating the centennial of flight), Tall Ships
on Lake Erie, Tall Stacks on the Ohio River,
Red, White, and Bicentennial Boom in Co-
lumbus, and the Bicentennial Wagon Train
across the State: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives recognizes—
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(1) the bicentennial of the admission of
Ohio into the Union;

(2) the residents of Ohio for their impor-
tant contributions to the economic, social,
and cultural development of the United
States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. TURNER) and the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. DAvVIS) each will con-
trol 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. TURNER).
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H. Res. 122, the resolution
under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, House Resolution 122 introduced by
my distinguished colleague from my
home State of Ohio (Mr. REGULA) rec-
ognizes the bicentennial of Ohio into
the Union and the contribution to the
economic, social, and cultural develop-
ment of the United States.

The Iroquois Indians were the first to
recognize the significance of the vast
region of the Northwest Territory.
Ohio is named after the Iroquois word
meaning ‘‘great river.”’

The 2003 Ohio bicentennial celebra-
tion allows us the time to recognize
the many contributions Ohioans have
made to our country and the world. Be-
cause of its former canals, navigable
rivers, railroads and roads, we are
known as the Gateway State that pro-
vided for western migration. Our inter-
state transportation system is still one
of the most used in the country, and
Ohio is a powerhouse in the American
economy.

We are proud of our native sons and
daughters who have contributed to our
great country. Ohio calls herself the
mother of Presidents, Ulysses S. Grant,
Rutherford B. Hayes, James A. Gar-
field, Benjamin Harrison, William
McKinley, William Howard Taft, and
Warren Harding all native Ohioans.

As a native Daytonian | am most
proud of Ohio’s aviation heritage. Day-
ton’s Wright-Patterson Air Force Base
is the largest air force base in the
world and is the place where Orville
and Wilbur Wright perfected flight. An-
nually, the Air Force Museum at the
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base hosts
a million visitors. In fact, Ohio boasts
four significant aviation firsts: Orville
and Wilbur Wright, first in powered
flight; John Glenn, first man to orbit
the Earth; Neil Armstrong, first man
on the Moon; Judith Resnick, the first
woman in space.

Ohio has been the home to 24 astro-
nauts. In fact, Ohio’s aviation history
is recognized on the U.S. quarter for
Ohio in the U.S. Mint series. But these
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memorable facts are only the begin-
ning of the Ohio’s story.

This year of 2003, the 200th birthday
celebration of Ohio’s statehood, allows
us a full year to reflect on our heritage
and to remind ourselves of how fortu-
nate we are to be proud Americans.
Therefore, | urge all Members to sup-
port the adoption of House Resolution
122.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Madam Speaker, | am pleased to join
in support of this resolution recog-
nizing the bicentennial of the admis-
sion of Ohio into the Union and the
contributions of Ohio residents to the
economic, social, and cultural develop-
ment of the United States.

Madam Speaker, this year the resi-
dents of Ohio will celebrate the 200th
anniversary of their State’s admission
into the Union. They will celebrate the
fact that Ohio inventors, including
Thomas Edison, Orville and Wilbur
Wright, Henry Timken, Charles Good-
year, Garrett Morgan, and Roy
Plunkett, created the basis for modern
living as we know it.

They will celebrate the fact that
Ohio is the birthplace of aviation. It
has been home to 24 astronauts, includ-
ing John Glenn, Neal Armstrong and
Judith Resnick. They will celebrate
the many distinguished writers Ohio
has produced like Harriet Beecher
Stowe, Paul Laurence Dunbar, Toni
Morrison, and James Thurber.

However, one of Ohio’s most profound
contributions to the economic, social,
and cultural development in the United
States is the intricate role it played in
the Underground Railroad.

Ohio’s governing document, The Or-
dinance of 1787, states that ‘‘There
shall be neither slave nor involuntary
servitude in the said territory, other-
wise than in the punishment of crime.”
The slavery that did occur in Ohio was
in the outermost portions of the terri-
tory that did not become part of the
State of Ohio.

The Ordinance of 1787 not only at-
tracted those fleeing the perils of slav-
ery to Ohio, but also attracted various
groups whose idealogy resonated with
the State’s anti-slavery sentiment.
Quakers, Baptists, Methodists, and
Presbyterians were among the groups
who found themselves drawn to Ohio
due to their opposition to slavery.

The Underground Railroad consisted
of stations, places where runaways
could hide, eat, and take refuge during
the day. It was not a single route. It
was a complex web of main and branch
routes. Essential to navigating the
Railroad were the conductors who
served as guides to those travelers
making their way to freedom. Ohio was
one of the most heavily traveled States
along the escape routes of slaves.

In addition to being a reasonable dis-
tance from north to south, Ohio pro-
vided access to Canada via Lake Erie.

reserve the bal-
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Slaves were able to take advantage of
Ohio’s first commercial railroad. Many
of the staff on the commercial rail-
roads also served as conductors on the
Underground Railroad.

Ohio and its citizens have carved out
a rich place in American history, well
deserving of our recognition. There-
fore, | am indeed proud and pleased to
join with my colleagues in celebrating
the development of this great State as
a part of the Union which we know as
the United States of America.

Madam Speaker, | do not have any
further requests for time, and | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, | yield such time as he may con-
sume to my colleague, the gentleman
from the State of Ohio (Mr. REGULA),
the distinguished sponsor of this legis-
lation.

Mr. REGULA. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Madam Speaker, | first want to com-
pliment the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAvVIS) on an excellent summary
of the role of the State of Ohio in deal-
ing with the issue of slavery. We are
building a museum in Cincinnati, Ohio,
which was the key spot on the Under-
ground Railroad. And as you travel
throughout Ohio, you will find a num-
ber of communities that will have a
marker saying that this community
was one of the stations along the way.
So | think it is great that the gen-
tleman gave the Members and the audi-
ence that watches C-SPAN an under-
standing of Ohio’s role, and it is a
proud one, in dealing with these issues.

Ohio is popularly known as ““The
Mother of Presidents.” Our good
friends from the State of Virginia like
to take issue with that, but we claim
eight in our State, one of whom served
the 16th District of Ohio in Congress.
That would be President William
McKinley, who was also chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means.
And if you go next door to the head-
quarters of the Committee on Appro-
priations, you will see a portrait of
James Garfield, who also served in
Congress and as chairman of Appro-
priations.

Madam Speaker, | think our col-
league from Illinois has touched on a
number of the important people that
are part of Ohio history. | do not know
if he mentioned Thomas Alva Edison,
who started what is today a great in-
dustry in terms of providing elec-
tricity, and certainly his contributions
in progress and industry were a result
of hard work. Thomas Edison used to
say, ‘‘Genius was 1 percent inspiration
and 99 percent perspiration.”’

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAvVIS) mentioned John Glenn and his
role. We are all very familiar with
that. And so | think we in Ohio can
take great pride in the part that our
State has played in the history of this
Nation’s space program.

We have had a number of people in
science who developed different things
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that are important to all of us. The
Inventure Place is in Akron, Ohio. It
tells the story of inventors in the
United States. It is a hall of fame for
inventors.

We have, of course, in Canton, Ohio
the Football Hall of Fame. Many peo-
ple are very familiar with that. And I
would also mention that we have the
National First Ladies Historic Site. It
is the newest unit in the Park Service
that tells how First Ladies have made
a very great impact on the history of
our Nation.

These are all things that give us
pride in the State of Ohio and, since |
did mention McKinley, | would add
that as President of the United States
he was perhaps the first one to recog-
nize that the United States was no
longer an insular nation, and he be-
came a champion of international
trade. He championed the Open Door
Policy to China and many other issues
involving trade. And of course as a re-
sult of Spanish-American War, the
United States became a world player.
And we know today that the world
looks to, at least part of it, in this day
and age, looks to the United States for
leadership. But William McKinley
made a very great impact on the path
this Nation has taken from originally
being very protectionist, very insular
to that of a Nation that does set the
challenge to other nations to follow
suit.

I would urge all of my colleagues to
support this resolution. It recognizes
that Ohio has been a State since 1803
and as such has made many great con-
tributions to our Nation’s history.

Madam Speaker, | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me time.

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, | yield such time as he may con-
sume to my colleague, the gentleman
from the State of Ohio (Mr. GILLMOR).

(Mr. GILLMOR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILLMOR. Madam Speaker, | am
pleased to rise in support of this reso-
lution honoring the bicentennial of the
State of Ohio.

Madam Speaker, | want to commend
my colleague from Dayton (Mr. TURN-
ER) for sponsoring this resolution
which pays tribute to the contributions
of Ohioans to the economic, the social,
and the cultural welfare of this coun-
try. | think it could objectively be said
that no State surpasses Ohio in terms
of the contribution that our people
have made to the development of this
country.

It is truly a diverse State from the
Ohio River in the South to Lake Erie
on the North. It has big businesses,
small businesses, agricultural, rec-
reational destinations.

The Buckeye State has developed
also one of the finest educational sys-
tems in the United States. It is home
to over 140 respective institutions with
at least one college university or
branch campus within 25 miles of every
Ohioan.
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It is home to a number of unique and
extraordinary people, fast, first, most
and best in the country.

Our State has given the United
States eight presidents, one of whom
was from my district, Rutherford B.
Hayes; 24 astronauts, including the
STS-70 All Ohio Shuttle Mission; and a
plethora of sports legends, statesmen,
distinguished writers, and successful
aviators, Orville and Wilbur Wright,
just to name two. Also, Neil Armstrong
from Ohio was the first man to walk on
the Moon.

Fellow northwest Ohioan, Thomas
Edison, who was born in my district,
would invent the light bulb, the phono-
graph, the stock ticker, and the movie
projector. The combination of Mr. Edi-
son and the Wright brothers truly
makes Ohio the land of light and flight.

Ohio also holds claim to having
America’s first shopping center, its
first kindergarten, its first chewing
gum patent, its first professional base-
ball team, and the first hot dog.

Van Wert, which is located in my dis-
trict, was the site of the first public li-
brary in this country. A few of the
firsts in my district, and this could be
repeated in districts all across Ohio: In
my district the Whirlpool Corporation
in Clyde, Ohio, manufactures more
clothes washing machines than any
plant in the world. The Heinz plant in
Fremont produces more ketchup than
any place in the world. It produces
enough ketchup to fill 3.2 million 14-
ounce bottles every single day.
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The R.R. Donnelley plant prints the
most Bibles in the world. Arm and
Hammer Baking Soda, in my home-
town of Oldport, produces more baking
soda than anywhere else, and we also
have in my district in Tiffen, the
world’s largest manufacturer of por-
celain toilet fixtures used by people
throughout America.

Let me say that we are proud of our
State. We are proud of what Ohioans
have accomplished in history, and |
would urge support for the resolution
and say, happy birthday, Ohio.

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, | yield as much time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
HOBSON).

Mr. HOBSON. Madam Speaker, it is
my pleasure to be here today. | want to
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
REGULA), my colleague from Navarre,
for introducing this and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. TURNER), my colleague
from Dayton, who is a brand-new Mem-
ber from the State of Ohio. This is the
first bill | think he has done on the
floor of the House, and it is always
quite an experience for any of us.

I want to take this time to talk a lit-
tle bit about the Buckeye State, the bi-
centennial of our great State. This
event was especially significant to us
in central Ohio because Chillicothe was
one of the primary sites for the cele-
bration since it was the location of the
State constitutional convention and
the first State capital.
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In the 200 years since statehood, Ohio
has been the birthplace of people who
have literally changed the world, from
Presidents to the Wright brothers to
Neil Armstrong’s first steps on the
Moon.

The eight counties that make up
Ohio’s seventh district have produced
Governors, U.S. Senators, some Con-
gressmen, cabinet officials, military
leaders, entertainers, and even saw the
beginning of what became the 4-H
clubs across the country out of Spring-
field, Ohio.

I know how much effort went into
planning the many commemorative
events for the 200th anniversary of the
founding of our great State and the
many different ways communities cele-
brated cross our heritage was a tribute
to the diversity of our State. | think
we have set a very high mark for fu-
ture generations to top when the prep-
arations begin for the 400th anniver-
sary of the creation of Ohio in the year
2203.

Ohio is a wonderful area to represent.
We have a great delegation, a great bi-
partisan delegation. We all work to-
gether for the benefits of the State. We
are all Buckeyes, especially this year
with Buckeyes at Ohio State being
number one in the country, and we
refer to ourselves as Buckeyes; and
that is a tone that we have tried to set
across the country as we talk to people
about our great State and the Buckeye
State.

Today, | just came back from Cin-
cinnati where we talked about great
waterways of the Midwest and the
great waterway of Ohio, of the Ohio
River, and of our northern coast which
we call up in the Cleveland area, To-
ledo, all the way over to Pennsylvania.
We are a great State. We have a great
heritage and say happy birthday to the
State of Ohio, and go, Bucks.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Madam Speaker, as
we celebrate 200th birthday of the great State
of Ohio, | am proud to stand up here today to
share with the American people why my home
state of Ohio deserves a grand celebration
and widespread recognition.

The name “Ohio” can be traced to the Na-
tive American word meaning “great” that was
first used to describe the powerful river that
marks our southern border. It was known as
the Old Northwest at a time when Americans
had no understanding of how vast our land
truly was. This area drew independent and
daring people of all walks of life who were in
search of a new beginning. These pioneers
picked up their life and settled on the beautiful
river, fertile soil, rolling hills, and the lakes that
felt like oceans.

There they founded a new state built on
principles much unlike those in the other 16
states back in 1803. The State of Ohio would
go on to lead the nation in public education by
being the first to open its doors to women and
African Americans. It would nurture some of
the best American inventors, including the
Wright Brothers, and boost eight of its citizens
to the Presidency. Ohioans aspire to do great
things and know no limits—just ask two of the
world’'s most famous astronauts, Ohioans Neil
Armstrong and Senator John Glenn.
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Ohio has traditionally been a vanguard in
the fight for opportunities and rights for
women, and it recognized nationally for its
leadership role in several major reform move-
ments such as temperance, anti-slavery, and
women'’s rights. Ohio played an important role
in freeing the slaves, using the underground
railroad to bring them to safety in the North. In
fact, Ohio contributed more of its population to
the Union Army than any other state.

Ohio Governor Bob Taft recently kicked off
an eight month celebration of Ohio’s 200th an-
niversary. These festivities allow all Ohioans
to take part in understanding our state’s his-
tory and marking it in their own special way.

I, along with my fellow Ohioans, am proud
to salute our great state that has made an im-
measurable contribution to the lives of all who
know it as home, as well as our nation. Please
join me in celebrating Ohio’s Bicentennial to
reflect on our state’s proud heritage and abun-
dant history. Happy Birthday, Ohio!

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker, | am privi-
leged to join my friends from the Ohio delega-
tion on the House floor today to mark yet an-
other special occasion for our home state.
Several weeks ago, we gathered here to cele-
brate and honor the Ohio State Buckeyes’ col-
lege football national championship. And now
we're here to mark yet another significant and
historic event for the Buckeye State: Ohio’s bi-
centennial.

Ohio’s heritage is rich, and its importance to
the nation is immeasurable. Consider these
bits of trivia: Ohio played a vital role in the
American Civil War. Our state contributed
more of its population to the Union Army than
any other state. Ohio is the home of 8 U.S.
presidents. In fact, between the years 1840
and 1920, Ohio natives won 11 of 14 presi-
dential elections. Ohio is home to legends in
America’s space program. Not only do Neil
Armstrong and John Glenn call Ohio home,
but the Buckeye State also is the home to
twenty-two current astronauts. And finally,
Ohio is the birthplace of aviation. The Wright
Brothers called Ohio home and this year will
be the focus of a celebration very close to my
congressional district marking 100 years of
flight.

gToday, in Ohio schools, scores of students
are poised to lead our state into its third cen-
tury, and if the past two centuries are any indi-
cation, the best is yet to come.

Madam Speaker, it has been an honor to
represent my friends and neighbors in Ohio on
the local, state, and federal levels during my
time in elected office. | wish them and all
Ohioans across our state the very best today
and in the years to come. May our next two
hundred years be as prosperous and exciting
as the last two hundred.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Madam Speaker, |
rise today in support of House Resolution 122,
recognizing the bicentennial of the admission
of Ohio into the Union and the contributions of
Ohio residents to the economic, social and
cultural development of the United States. |
am proud to be a lifelong resident of the State
of Ohio. Ohio, known as the Buckeye State, is
the birthplace of aviation and home to eight
United States presidents.

Ohio is home to the first astronaut John
Glenn, and the great inventors Thomas Edison
and Granville T. Woods. The first female phy-
sician, Elizabeth Blackwell is also an Ohio na-
tive.

Ohio was an integral part of the Under-
ground Railroad. For many escaped slaves
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Ohio would be the last stop on a long journey
to Canada. Cincinnati is now home to the na-
tional Underground Railroad Freedom Center.

From humble roots in Ohio Dorothy
Dandridge would establish herself as one of
the greatest actresses in Hollywood, paving
the way for a young girl from Bedford, Ohio,
Halle Berry to become the first African Amer-
ican woman to win a Best Actress Academy
Award. A native of Cincinnati, Ohio, Steven
Spielberg revolutionized the movie industry
with such movies as Jaws, E.T.: The Extra-
Terrestrial and Jurassic Park and Indiana
Jones.

Olympic gold medalist Jesse Owens took
his first steps in Ohio as well as famous golfer
Jack Nicklaus. Paul Lawrence Dunbar, Toni
Morrison and Huge Downs were famous Ohio-
ans who mastered the power of the pen and
became great contributors to literature. In ad-
dition, | would be remiss to not mention Gar-
rett Augustus Morgan, who established the
Cleveland Call and the invention of the na-
tion’s first patented traffic signal. History has
been made in Ohio. Carl Stokes became the
first African American mayor of a major city.
His brother Louis Stokes would follow to make
history as the first African American Congress-
man from Ohio, paving the way for me to
stand before you today as the first African
American Congresswoman from the State of
Ohio. These great Ohioans and great Ameri-
cans have helped to shape the fabric of this
country. Through this celebration, we pay
homage to their lives and legacies. | am hon-
ored to speak on behalf of the citizens of the
11th Congressional District of Ohio as we cel-
ebrate this Ohio bicentennial.

Mr. OXLEY. Madam Speaker, I'm proud to
join my Buckeye colleagues in celebrating the
200th anniversary of the Great State of Ohio.
My thanks to the dean of our delegation, Mr.
Regula, for introducing this resolution.

It's my great privilege to represent Ohio’s
Fourth Congressional District, a widespread
and diverse region steeped in tradition that
has contributed much to the rich history of our
state.

Some three decades ago, my hometown of
Findlay in Hancock County was honored by
Congress with the designation “Flag City,
USA.” Nearby Arlington, Ohio, enjoys the title
of “Flag Village, USA.” The discovery of ail in
1886 contributed tremendously to the county’s
growth; Findlay is home to the headquarters of
Marathon Ashland Petroleum, an oil refining
and marketing leader to this day. It was about
the Blanchard River—than called Mill
Stream—that Handcock County’s Tell Taylor
reminisced in his 1908 song “Down by the Old
Mill Stream.”

Hardin County is known as the home of
Jacob Parrot, the nation’s first Congressional
Medal of Honor winner in 1863. Employees at
Ada’s Wilson Football Factory hand-make well
over one million footballs per year, providing
the NFL's official game balls since 1941.

The Lima Army Tank Plant in Allen County
has played a vital role in our nation’s defense
since the Second World War, when its fore-
runner, the Lima Tank Depot, processed more
than 100,000 combat vehicles for shipment
overseas. The tank plant's contributions con-
tinue in this new century, with ongoing work
on the new Stryker light armored vehicle and
a new $32 million Abrams tank upgrade pro-
gram.

Logan County is famous not only for the na-
tion’s shortest street (20-foot-long McKinley
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Street), but also the first concrete street in
America. George Wells Bartholomew, Jr., con-
structed this street in 1891, posting a personal
bond of $5,000 to guarantee that the pave-
ment would last for five years. That street car-
ries local traffic to this day, and was declared
a National Historical Civil Engineering Land-
mark in 1976.

Wyandot County’s Old Mission Church is
the oldest Methodist mission in the United
States. Completed in 1824, the Church sits on
the grounds of the Wyandotte Cemetery, a
burial ground for the last Native American tribe
in Ohio. The Basilica, and National Shrine of
Our Lady of Consolation in Carey draws hun-
dreds of thousands of pilgrims on a yearly
basis.

Marion County is the site of the Warren G.
Harding Home and Memorial, honoring our na-
tion’s 29th president. Marion, home of the
Popcorn Festival and the Wyandot Popcorn
Museum, also contains one of four branch
campuses of The Ohio State University,
2003'’s national football champions. | am privi-
leged to represent a total of three of OSU'’s
branches.

Citizens of Shelby County take great pride
in their magnificent 120-year-old county court-
house, which was recently added to the list of
“Great American Public Places.” Sidney, the
county seat, developed a reputation as a rail-
road and canal center early in our state’s his-
tory.

Residents of Mount Gilead in Morrow Coun-
ty rightfully take pride in the “victory shaft”
that dominates the village’'s North Square.
This stone monument was a 1919 gift from the
federal government in recognition of Morrow
County’s support of World War |—its citizens
purchased more war bonds per capita than
any other county in the U.S.

Auglaize County is the birthplace of space
pioneer Neil Armstrong and home to the Neil
Armstrong Air and Space Museum. The coun-
ty seat of Wapakoneta is a focal point of Na-
tive American history, serving as capital of the
Shawnee nation in the late 1700s and early
1800s. Chief Blackhoof organized the migra-
tion of the Shawnee to Kansas in 1826, and
afterward returned to Wapakoneta, where he
died in 1831.

The Mansfield Blockhouse in Richland
County is the county’s oldest structure, built in
the public square to protect early settlers from
Indian attacks during the War of 1812. The
medieval castle design of the Ohio State Re-
formatory, constructed in the late 1880s, land-
ed it on the National Register of Historic
Places in 1987, and has been featured in
three major motion pictures. Mansfield was
also the home of John Sherman, longtime
House and Senate member from Ohio, Sec-
retary of State, Secretary of the Treasury, Re-
publican presidential candidate, and father of
the Sherman Antitrust Act. Malabar Farm in
Lucas is the former home and workshop of
Pulitzer Prize winner Louis Bromfield, drawing
thousands of visitors each year.

A bronze statue in the town square in Ur-
bana memorializes the 3,235 Champaign
County men who fought in the Civil War, 578
of whom did not survive the fighting. Urbana
University’'s Johnny Appleseed Educational
Center houses the largest collection of Johnny
Appleseed memorabilia and information known
to exist. St. Paris, in western Champaign
County, was a leading carriage-making center
for much of the late Nineteenth Century.
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Madam Speaker, I'm proud that citizens in
each of the 11 counties I'm honored to rep-
resent are taking an active role in celebrating
not only our state’s bicentennial, but also the
rich and vibrant histories of their own commu-
nities. Their dedication and devotion ensure
that our state’s future remains bright for the
next 200 years and beyond.

| salute the efforts of all who have made this
bicentennial year a great one for our great
state.

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, | rise
today in honor and recognition of the Bicen-
tennial of the State of Ohio’s admission to the
Union. | rise to honor the contributions of Ohio
residents to the development of the United
States.

On March 1, 1803, Ohio became the 17th
state to enter the Union. From the invention of
traffic lights and Teflon to the famous first
flight at Kitty Hawk, Ohio has been the birth-
place of many important advances in United
States history. The nation’s first interracial co-
educational college, Oberlin College, was
founded in 1833 in Oberlin, Ohio. The storied
history of this great state is, perhaps, best
demonstrated through the accomplishments of
its amazing residents.

Ohio residents have contributed to many dif-
ferent aspects of United States history and
culture. Inventors Thomas Edison and Charles
Goodyear hail from Ohio. Well-known authors
Harriet Beecher Stowe and Toni Morrison, as
well as, poet laureate Paul Laurence Dunbar
also come from Ohio. Ohio also has the dis-
tinction of producing more Presidents than any
other state in the Union. Legendary come-
dians Bob Hope and Phyllis Diller, who have
inspired millions to laugh, hail from Ohio.

Other noteworthy Ohioans include Doris
Day, Clark Gable, Annie Oakley and Neil Arm-
strong. Ohio’s contributions have not only
been limited to academic and artistic pursuits.
Many well-known athletes hail from Ohio also.
World-renowned golfers Nancy Lopez and
Jack Nicklaus are both from Ohio. African
American track star Jesse Owens, who won
four gold medals during the 1936 Olympics,
grew up in Cleveland and graduated from
Ohio State University.

Madam Speaker and colleagues, please join
me in honor and recognition of the Bicenten-
nial of the admission of Ohio in to the Union,
a state whose contributions to this great coun-
try cannot be overlooked.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, Whereas, the people
of Ohio are commemorating Ohio’'s 200th
Birthday on March 1, 2003; and

Whereas, they will be celebrating the Bicen-
tennial in Chillicothe, the original capital of the
great state of Ohio; and

Whereas, the residents of Ohio have mold-
ed a strong tradition of family values and a
commitment to a high standard of living for
Two-Hundred Years; and

Whereas, Ohio, since its inception, has de-
veloped into a growing and prosperous com-
munity dedicated to its past and future genera-
tions;

Therefore, | join with the residents of the
18th Congressional District and all of Ohio in
celebrating the Ohio Bicentennial.

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, | have no other speakers, and | urge
adoption of this measure.

Madam Speaker, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The question is on the mo-
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tion offered by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. TURNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion, H. Res. 122.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, on that | demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

———

SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
IMPROVED FIRE SAFETY IN NON-
RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, 1 move to suspend the rules and
agree to the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 85) expressing the sense of
the Congress with regard to the need
for improved fire safety in nonresiden-
tial buildings in the aftermath of the
tragic fire on February 20, 2003, at a
nightclub in West Warwick, Rhode Is-
land.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RESs. 85

Whereas, on the night of February 20, 2003,
a pyrotechnic display ignited a massive fire
at The Station nightclub in West Warwick,
Rhode Island;

Whereas 99 people have died as a result of
the fire and an additional 186 people were in-
jured in the fire, many of whom remain hos-
pitalized as of the date of the submission of
this resolution with life-threatening burns
and other injuries;

Whereas the victims of the fire were resi-
dents of Rhode Island, Massachusetts, Con-
necticut, and several other States;

Whereas the firefighters, police officers
(particularly officers of the West Warwick
Police Department who were the first to ar-
rive on the scene), and medical personnel
who responded to the fire performed hero-
ically under horrific circumstances, and they
risked their own lives to save many of the
injured;

Whereas, at hospitals in Rhode Island and
Massachusetts, doctors, nurses, hospital
staff, mental health professionals, and other
health care workers toiled through the night
and in the following days to care for the in-
jured, and they continue to provide world-
class care to victims of the fire who remain
hospitalized;

Whereas hospital care for victims of the
fire was provided at Rhode Island Hospital,
Kent County Hospital, South County Hos-
pital, Fatima Hospital, Massachusetts Gen-
eral Hospital, Miriam Hospital, Roger Wil-
liams Hospital, Landmark Hospital, Univer-
sity of Massachusetts/Worcester Hospital,
Brigham and Women’s Hospital, Westerly
Hospital, Shriners Hospital, St. Luke’s Hos-
pital, Memorial Hospital, Charlton Hospital,
and Newport Hospital;

Whereas the local Red Cross, with 10 paid
staff and over 400 dedicated volunteers, has
played a critical role in offering comfort to
the families of victims and coordinating
services;

Whereas State and local officials have re-
sponded to the fire and its aftermath quick-
ly, effectively, and compassionately, and the
people of Rhode Island and the Nation are
grateful for their efforts;



H1702

Whereas Governor Donald Carcieri of
Rhode Island and West Warwick Town Man-
ager Wolfgang Bauer have shown exceptional
leadership under trying circumstances and
their sensitivity to the families impacted by
the tragedy is much appreciated; Lt. Gov-
ernor Charles Fogarty and Maj. Gen. Regi-
nald Centracchio, as Co-Chairs of the Emer-
gency Management Advisory Council, have
also played a crucial role in responding to
the tragedy; and the Rhode Island Emer-
gency Management Agency has impressively
and effectively coordinated a myriad of
State and local activities;

Whereas area funeral directors and medical
examiners have provided outstanding service
throughout the tragedy;

Whereas the staff of the local family re-
source center has helped the families of vic-
tims to access the services and information
they need and provided care and comfort to
hundreds of grieving family members;

Whereas the people of Rhode Island and
concerned citizens across the United States
have shown incredible generosity in response
to the tragedy, contributing hundreds of
thousands of dollars to victims’ assistance
efforts;

Whereas many local businesses have pro-
vided victims and their families with crucial
services from food to transportation, mem-
bers of the Rhode Island Bar Association and
Rhode Island Trial Lawyers Association have
offered free assistance to victims and their
families with immediate legal issues, and
community mental health centers and men-
tal health professionals have provided crit-
ical mental health care to victims and their
families and other members of the commu-
nity;

Whereas Federal agencies, including the
Social Security Administration, the Federal
Emergency Management Agency, the Bureau
of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, the De-
partment of Health and Human Services, the
National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology, and the Small Business Administra-
tion, have offered assistance and expertise
that has been extremely helpful to the
State’s emergency response to the tragedy;

Whereas the West Warwick fire is only the
most recent example of how deadly fire can
be in nonresidential buildings;

Whereas, in 2001, the last year in which full
statistics are available, 80 people were killed
and 1,650 injured in fires in nonresidential
buildings, not including the victims of the
terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001; and

Whereas, on February 17, 2003, 21 people
were Killed in a tragic stampede at the E2
Nightclub in Chicago, Illinois, and this trag-
edy and the West Warwick fire, which have
deeply impacted persons throughout the
United States, emphasize the critical need
for enhancements in nightclub and concert
hall safety: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) expresses its deepest condolences to the
family members and friends who lost loved
ones as a result of the tragic fire on Feb-
ruary 20, 2003, at The Station nightclub in
West Warwick, Rhode Island, and offers its
hope for the quick and full recovery of those
persons who were injured in the fire;

(2) expresses immense gratitude for the ef-
forts of countless emergency response per-
sonnel, local, State, and Federal officials,
health care providers, volunteers, businesses,
and citizens who have been part of the re-
sponse to this tragedy; and

(3) urges State and local officials and the
owners of entertainment facilities to exam-
ine their safety practices, fire codes, and en-
forcement capabilities in light of this hor-
rific tragedy and to take all necessary action
to ensure that such a tragedy never befalls
any community again.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. TURNER) and the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. DAvIS) each will con-
trol 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. TURNER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, | ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on the concurrent resolution
under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

House Concurrent Resolution 85, in-
troduced by the gentleman from Rhode
Island (Mr. LANGEVIN), expresses the
sense of the House with regard to the
need for improved fire safety in non-
residential buildings in the aftermath
of the tragic fire that struck on Feb-
ruary 20, 2003, at a nightclub in West
Warwick, Rhode Island.

Madam Speaker, last month a great
tragedy befell this Nation. Ninety-
eight people were Killed and nearly 200
more were injured when a devastating
fire engulfed The Station nightclub
that was hosting a concert in the sub-
urban Providence, Rhode Island, town
of West Warwick.

Stage props that sprayed pyrotech-
nics set on fire the acoustic wall be-
hind the stage, and the fire spread
across the nightclub ceiling at a ter-
ribly rapid speed. Apparently, the en-
tire club was fully aflame in just 3 min-
utes. Many of the victims never had a
chance to escape.

This unimaginable catastrophe was
one of the deadliest nightclub fires in
our Nation’s history; and sadly, this in-
cident seems so avoidable. | sincerely
hope this event serves a final wake-up
call to owners and operators of enter-
tainment venues across the country. |
trust all those in responsible positions
will take an even closer look at safety
features in their facilities, in order
that this tragedy may not be repeated.

I would like to express my sympathy
to the grieving families and friends of
the victims. | congratulate the local,
State and Federal emergency respond-
ers that worked tirelessly to save vic-
tims from the fire and continue to
treat patients that suffer from burns
and other injuries. | hope and pray that
those who remain injured will experi-
ence a full and very quick recovery.

Madam Speaker, | hope that the pas-
sage of this resolution will lead us to
take steps toward improving the safety
of nonresidential buildings. Therefore,
I urge all Members to support the adop-
tion of House Concurrent Resolution
85.

I thank my colleague from Rhode Is-
land for introducing this important
measure.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

reserve the bal-
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Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as | might
consume.

Madam Speaker, | rise today to sup-
port the resolution regarding the needs
for improved fire safety in nonresiden-
tial buildings. This is a major concern
with regards to the tragic fire at a
nightclub in West Warwick, Rhode Is-
land, on February 20, 2003, which killed
over 90 people and injured about 200. It
is almost unthinkable and unimagi-
nable that such a tragedy could and
would occur.

I also want to recognize a similar
tragedy that took place in my congres-
sional district in Chicago on February
17, 2003, at the E2 nightclub in Chi-
cago’s south side, where a stampede led
to approximately 21 people being killed
and more than 50 injured. This was a
tragedy that could and should have
been prevented if there were better fire
and building safety codes implemented
like wider staircases, more visible
exits, and windows for air circulation.

In recognizing the tragedy in Rhode
Island, | would like to take this oppor-
tunity also to extend my condolences
to the families of the fire victims in
Warwick and to the victims of the E2
nightclub in Chicago.

Madam Speaker, as lawmakers, we
are responsible for ensuring the safety
of our citizens, especially in public
places. As a result, we should imme-
diately pass this bill before there is
any other tragedy, and | would want to
urge all of those who have responsi-
bility for safety in public places to do
everything possible to assure that
those buildings are, in fact, safe; that
there is adequate opportunity for peo-
ple to exit; and that we protect the
lives of our citizens.

I commend the gentleman from
Rhode Island for introducing this reso-
lution.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, | have no other speakers, and | want
to thank the gentleman from Rhode Is-
land for introducing this important
resolution, and | urge adoption of this
measure.

Madam Speaker, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-
er, | yield 7 minutes to the gentleman
from Rhode Island (Mr. LANGEVIN), who
is the author of this resolution.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Madam Speaker, |
want to thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me the time, and | appreciate his
comments; and my condolences go to
the families that lost loved ones in the
Chicago tragedy as well. We share his
pain in these two tragic events.

Madam Speaker, on the night of Feb-
ruary 20, Rhode Island suffered a dev-
astating tragedy. On that night, a mas-
sive fire, ignited by a pyrotechnic dis-
play during a rock concert, tore
through The Station nightclub in West
Warwick, Rhode Island, in my congres-
sional district. That fire took 99 lives
and left nearly 200 injured.

reserve the bal-
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In any community, this tragedy
would have been overwhelming, but in
a small State like Rhode Island, when
a closeknit town falls victim to one of
the worst nightclub fires in the Na-
tion’s history, the impact is simply in-
comprehensible. Everyone in Rhode Is-
land has a connection to one of the vic-
tims; and indeed, connections have
been made all across New England and,
indeed, the Nation.

I have introduced the resolution be-
fore us today to memorialize this hor-
rible event and honor the victims and
to express thanks for heroic efforts of
so many emergency personnel, medical
workers, community members, and
government officials who have helped
us through this tragedy.

Just as importantly, | was compelled
to draw the attention of my colleagues
to this fire in order to reinforce the ur-
gent need for increased attention to
fire safety nationwide. Federal, State
and local officials, along with propri-
etors of nightclubs and other commer-
cial facilities, must reevaluate safety
regulations and their enforcement to
ensure that this kind of tragedy never
happens again.

If the West Warwick fire can serve as
a wake-up call and lead to improved
safety across the country, then these 99
lives will not have been lost in vain. It
is the very least we can do to honor the
victims.

As Rhode Islanders continue the
healing process, |1 want to express my
deepest condolences to those who lost
loved ones in this horrible fire. There
are no words to adequately express our
profound sadness. Please know that
they are in the thoughts and prayers of
us all, and we will not let the lives of
their husbands, wives, sisters and
brothers, children, parents and friends
be forgotten.

As of this afternoon, at least 40 peo-
ple remain hospitalized, nearly half of
them still in critical condition. | know
my colleagues join me in offering up
prayers for their quick and full recov-
ery. They are fighting every hour, and
they need our strength now more than
ever. Our best wishes go out to them
and their families as they weather the
tough days ahead.

I would also like to express my im-
mense gratitude for the heroic efforts
of people and agencies from Rhode Is-
land, Massachusetts, Connecticut, and
elsewhere who have helped respond to
this disaster. The firefighters, police,
emergency responders who were first
on the scene made a herculean effort
under unimaginable circumstances;
and we have them to thank that even
more lives were not lost.

In addition, over a dozen hospitals in
Rhode Island and Massachusetts have
been caring for patients since this trag-
edy. The doctors, nurses, mental health
professionals, and support staff of these
hospitals have worked tirelessly to
help the injured; and we are grateful
for their service.

As usual, when tragedy strikes Rhode
Island, our community has proven

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

strong, resilient and boundlessly gen-
erous. | want to recognize the count-
less volunteers who have put their lives
on hold to help in any way they can.
Likewise, many of our State’s business
community have come forward to pro-
vide food, shelter, transportation and
much more to those affected by this
event.

I would particularly like to thank
the Red Cross and its scores of volun-
teers for all they have done to give
comfort and assistance to those whose
loved ones were lost or injured.

[ 1445
Rhode Island’s  Governor, Don
Carcieri, has provided outstanding

leadership throughout this ordeal and
shown extraordinary sensitivity to the
families involved, and | have person-
ally heard from many of them how
much they appreciate his efforts. West
Warwick’s town manager, Wolfgang
Bauer, has worked hand in hand with
State officials to help the people of his
community through this event. Lieu-
tenant Governor Charles Fogarty and
Major General Reginald Centracchio,
cochairs of the Emergency Manage-
ment Advisory Council, have also
played a crucial role in this crisis; and
the Rhode Island Emergency Manage-
ment Agency has impressively and ef-
fectively coordinated a myriad of State
and local activities.

I would also like to thank my friend,
the gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
KENNEDY), who is an original cosponsor
of this resolution, for his assistance,
his friendship and support through this
difficult time, and, of course, Rhode Is-
land’s senior Senator, JACK REED, and
Senator LINCOLN CHAFEE for their tre-
mendous efforts and leadership. And |
want to express my great appreciation
to several Federal agencies, including
FEMA, the Social Security Adminis-
tration, SBA, HHS and ATF, for all of
their support. Their involvement has
been critical, and | look forward to
working with them further in the
weeks to come.

Finally, Madam Speaker, let me ad-
dress the issues of safety in our clubs,
concert halls and other public places.
As Americans have been reminded so
painfully by the West Warwick fire, as
well as the tragic nightclub stampede
in Chicago just a few days earlier, we
cannot relax our efforts to ensure that
our fire and safety regulations are
strong and effective and our entertain-
ment facilities are in full compliance
with them. As we now know all too
well, to lose sight of the overall impor-
tance of safety can be fatal.

I have been greatly encouraged by
the intense efforts going on across the
country in recent weeks to revisit fire
safety regulations and step up enforce-
ment of existing laws. Our State and
local officials are taking this issue se-
riously, and | am hopeful that the re-
sult will be improved safety in every
city and town in America. | know that
my colleagues are ready to offer what-
ever Federal assistance might be need-
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ed to support these efforts and ensure
that the horrific events in Chicago and
West Warwick are the last of their
kind.

In closing, | urge support of House
Concurrent Resolution 85.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-
er, may | inquire as to how much time
remains.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The gentleman from lllinois
has 11%> minutes remaining.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-
er, | yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Rhode Island (Mr. KENNEDY).

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
Madam Speaker, |, too, want to join
my colleague, the gentleman from
Rhode Island (Mr. LANGEVIN), in offer-
ing our heartfelt condolences to the
families of the E2 Nightclub in Chicago
for their tremendous loss. It is utterly
ironic that the footage captured in
Rhode Island of The Station nightclub
on that terrible night was footage that
was captured because a cameraman
was following up on the local angle of
club safety in light of what happened
in Chicago. Those terrible images that
we saw beamed across the country
would not have been caught had it not
been for our State trying to prevent
what had happened in Chicago. How
tragic it was that that is just what
ended up happening.

Madam Speaker, it is with great re-
gret that | stand on the floor of the
House today to offer my sincerest con-
dolences and heartfelt prayers to those
who lost loved ones, to those who were
lost, and those still recovering from
the effects of the tragic fire in my
State of Rhode Island. | know that
there is nothing that we can say, no
resolution that we can pass that will
take away the consuming grief and the
sense of loss that so many Rhode Is-
landers have felt and are feeling; but it
is my hope that these condolences of
the House, along with time, will help
to heal those wounds.

I would like to say to my colleagues
who have been watching the coverage
of these sad events over the past days
that you have no doubt heard several
Rhode Islanders say that ‘“‘everyone in
Rhode Island is separated by one and a
half degrees,” a play off of the well-
known “‘six degrees of separation”
adage. Rhode Island is a small, but
proud, State. There are fewer of us in
Rhode Island than in Los Angeles, Dal-
las, Fort Worth, or Philadelphia. In
Rhode Island, everyone knows every-
one. Ask any Rhode Islander, and they
will tell you their State is not so much
a State as a community, a community
where people are born, raised, edu-
cated, and eventually raise their own
families in this place that will always
welcome them home.

To my colleagues, and especially to
my colleague, the gentleman from
Rhode Island (Mr. LANGEVIN), who |
thank for bringing this resolution to
the floor today, | say that the atmos-
phere under which we are at this time
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and place, where generations of Amer-
ican representatives have marked trag-
edies and triumphs in the halls of this
Republic, today we mourn the worst of
those disasters ever to afflict the peo-
ple of Rhode Island. To date, we have
lost 99 of our families, friends, and
neighbors to this terrible tragedy. That
is nearly half as many Rhode Islanders
as were lost in the entire Vietnam War
in our State of Rhode Island.

A disaster of this magnitude in a
community like Rhode Island has test-
ed the limits of our collective com-
prehension, resilience, and grief. While
we mourn, we still hold out the hope,
and offer our prayers, to the 190 men
and women still fighting their injuries
across New England, as many as 40 in
the hospital. Their struggles will be
difficult, the road ahead challenging;
but the people of Rhode Island have
proven that community togetherness
and family can see us through any-
thing. We offer them our support and
encouragement today, and we promise
that we will still be there in the
months and the years ahead to ensure
that we never forget that they are
going to be living with these injuries
for the rest of their lives.

Madam Speaker, but for the brave
first responders who came immediately
and professionally to their call to duty,
many of those in the hospitals today
would no longer be with us, and most
assuredly the number of those still re-
covering from their injuries would be
much, much higher. The emergency
personnel on duty who rushed to the
scene, to those who simply passed or
heard through the grapevine about the
tragedy and selflessly responded, the
men and women of this House today
say ‘“‘thank you’ to all of them. They
worked without thought for themselves
that freezing night, and afterwards, not
only to free the trapped from the in-
ferno, and tended through their own
tears to the cries of the wounded, but
long past the tragedy to tend to the
emotional and psychological wounds
that continue to inflict these victims.

Madam Speaker, what we ask of first
responders in these situations is to be
superhuman in the face of staggering
human suffering. Most of us spend our
lives doing our best to keep ourselves
and our loved ones out of situations
that the police, fire, and medical per-
sonnel rush into every single day, day
after day. Their heroism in this trag-
edy does not go unnoticed. It might be
added that with so much evil ema-
nating from the events of 9-11, it is fit-
ting to acknowledge that our State
would not have been able to react as
quickly as it had were it not for the
lessons learned in that tragedy.

Also, the leadership shown at so
many levels of government is inspiring
to those of us who believe that there
are indeed good and honorable people
in government service. | want to join
my colleague, the gentleman from
Rhode Island, in recognizing all those
who he recognized in his remarks; but
I too want to pay particular attention
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to our new Governor, Governor
Carcieri, who has shown tremendous
leadership under pressure. The compas-
sion and personal touch that he has
brought to our State has truly been in-
spirational. More than any other per-
son, the Governor has held our State
together through this tragedy.

So while we continue to mourn for
those who have walked on from this
world and offer our prayers to those
still fighting to return to good health,
let us help to lessen their grief by
showing our gratitude to all those who
have helped them through this adver-
sity.

There will be, unfortunately, no
shortage of time to grieve for the
mother that will not be able to open
the presents with her children at the
holidays. There is no shortage of time
to grieve for the brother who will not
walk down the aisle with his new bride.
There is no shortage of time to grieve
for the spouse who will not celebrate
her next anniversary with her husband,
the grandfather who will not see his
grandchildren graduate from college,
or the child who will take his first
steps without his parents to see him.
Many Rhode Islanders will have the
rest of their lives for these somber
memories. Now is a time for remem-
brance of how the human spirit, above
all, arises in times of tragedy, because
that is the only thing, besides the pas-
sage of time, that will help ease our
current pain.

Unlike other no-less-painful losses we
experience in the course of our lives,
too many young lives were lost this
horrific night. This incident has re-
minded me of the words that my father
spoke at my cousin, John F. Kennedy,
Jr.’s, memorial service. He said: ‘‘He
was lost on that troubled night, but we
will always wake for him, so that his
time, which was not doubled, but cut in
half, will live forever in our memory,
and in our beguiled and broken
hearts.”’

Madam Speaker, our hearts are bro-
ken; and those who are lost will no
doubt live forever in our memory.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Rhode Island once again for all the
work that he has done representing his
district through these difficult times. |
know that the people who have en-
trusted their faith to him have been
well served, and | appreciate this op-
portunity to rise in support of his reso-
lution and strongly urge my colleagues
to give it the support that it deserves.

Mr. DAVIS of lllinois. Madam Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as | may
consume to commend both the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
LANGEVIN) and the gentleman from
Rhode Island (Mr. KENNEDY) for bring-
ing this great tragedy to our attention.

I also want to join with them in com-
mending all of those who rose to the
occasion, the policemen; the firemen;
the Red Cross; emergency medical
services personnel; mental health cen-
ters, crisis counselors; and even under-
takers in my town, like Leak and Sons
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Funeral Home, who buried seven people
without cost and greatly reduced the
cost for an eighth person; radio sta-
tions; Salem Baptist Church, New
Mount Pilgrim Baptist Church; the
Push Rainbow; WGCI Radio; and all of
those who have contributed in setting
up educational funds for the children of
those whose parents lost their lives in
the E2 tragedy.

Our country has a tendency to rise up
when there is a special need, and | com-
mend all of those who took note of the
tragedy in Rhode Island, as well as the
tragedy at the E2 in Chicago.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TURNER)
that the House suspend the rules and
agree to the concurrent resolution, H.
Con. Res. 85.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
on that | demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

—————

OBSERVER STATUS FOR TAIWAN
AT WORLD HEALTH ASSEMBLY

IN MAY 2003 IN GENEVA, SWIT-
ZERLAND
Mr. CHABOT. Madam Speaker, |

move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 441) to amend Public Law 107-
10 to authorize a United States plan to
endorse and obtain observer status for
Taiwan at the annual summit of the
World Health Assembly in May 2003 in
Geneva, Switzerland, and for other pur-
poses.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 441

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 107-10.

(a) FINDINGS.—Section 1(a) of Public Law
107-10 (115 Stat. 17) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘“(14) The government of Taiwan, in re-
sponse to an appeal from the United Nations
and the United States for resources to con-
trol the spread of HIV/AIDS, donated
$1,000,000 to the Global Fund to Fight AIDS,
Tuberculosis and Malaria.”.

(b) PLAN.—Section 1(b)(1) of Public Law
107-10 (115 Stat. 17) is amended by striking
““May 2002”" and inserting ‘‘May 2003"".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the bill under consideration.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

I want to express my strong support
for this legislation, Madam Speaker.
My friend, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN), has worked long and hard
to make Taiwan’s participation in the
WHO a reality, and we also want to
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. LANTOS) for his leadership in this
area as well. As in years past, | am
pleased to join with them in this effort.

The good people of Taiwan have a
great deal to offer the international
community. It is terribly unfortunate
that even though Taiwan’s achieve-
ments in the medical fields are sub-
stantial, and it has expressed a re-
peated willingness to assist both finan-
cially and technically in WHO activi-
ties, it has not been allowed to do so
because of strenuous opposition from
the Communist Chinese dictatorship.

My colleagues may recall the trav-
esty that occurred back in 1998, when
Taiwan suffered from a serious
entovirus outbreak which killed 70 Tai-
wanese children and infected more
than a thousand.

0 1500

The WHO was unable to help.

In 1999, a tragic earthquake in Tai-
wan claimed more than 2,000 lives.
Sadly, we learned in published news re-
ports that the People’s Republic of
China demanded that any aid for Tai-
wan provided by the United Nations
and the Red Cross receive prior ap-
proval from the dictators in Beijing.
Yet when other nations face similar
crises, Taiwan stands ready to help.

Our friends in Taiwan were among
the first to offer assistance to the vic-
tims of the September 11, 2001 terrorist
attacks on our Nation. They provided
generous humanitarian assistance to
the people of Afghanistan. They have
been leaders in addressing global
health issues and as this legislation
notes, ‘“The government of Taiwan, in
response to an appeal of the United Na-
tions and from the United States for
resources to control the spread of HIV/
AIDS, donated $1 million to the Global
Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and
Malaria.”

Madam Speaker, many of us have
been disappointed by our government’s
lack of effort to assist Taiwan in its at-
tempts to obtain WHO observer status
at the annual World Health Assembly
in Geneva. We have expressed our con-
cerns to the State Department, and
most recently, a bipartisan group of 64
Members of this body sought the per-
sonal assistance of Secretary Powell in
this matter. We are hopeful that our
delegation to the upcoming Geneva
conference will stand strongly in favor
of Taiwan’s candidacy.

Madam Speaker, |
tleman from Ohio (Mr.

thank the gen-
BROWN), the
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gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS) and also the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Chairman HYDE) for his prompt
consideration of this bill in the Com-
mittee on International Relations. We
have been working quite some time for
this, and | thank Members for con-
tinuing to work on this important
issue. | urge adoption of this legisla-
tion.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

Mr. LANTOS. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, | strongly support
H.R. 441, and urge all of my colleagues
to do so as well. | would like to com-
mend my colleague, the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) for his persist-
ence in pushing for Taiwan’s observer
status at the World Health Organiza-
tion. | also wish to acknowledge the
chairmanship of the gentleman from II-
linois (Mr. HYDE) on this critically im-
portant subject, and that of the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT).

Madam Speaker, by battling the
spread of infectious diseases and in-
creasing the quality of health care to
the global community, the World
Health Organization makes a signifi-
cant contribution to our national secu-
rity. As we meet in this Chamber
today, the WHO is dealing with an out-
break of Ebola in Africa, implementing
new strategies to stop the spread of the
deadly HIV/AIDS virus, and teaching
the developing world how to stop the
transmission of tuberculosis.

Madam Speaker, the fight for quality
health care around the globe will never
cease. As a result, the World Health Or-
ganization and its member countries
must look for help from every nation
to strengthen the work of the organiza-
tion. Unfortunately, strong and con-
sistent opposition from the Chinese
government in Beijing has repeatedly
stopped the people of Taiwan from con-
tributing to the work of the WHO.

It is true that observer status for
Taiwan will not come easy. Beijing
holds sway over many WHO members,
but the facts in support of Taiwan’s
case are clear and compelling, and sup-
port will undoubtedly build over time
with active American engagement.
Taiwan is one of our strongest allies in
the Asia Pacific region. It is a beacon
of democracy for people around the
globe.

Taiwan has the resources and the ex-
pertise to make a significant contribu-
tion to the work of the World Health
Organization. The case for Taiwan as a
member of WHO is clear and compel-
ling, and | hope our administration will
actively support this important initia-
tive. | strongly support H.R. 441. | urge
all of my colleagues to do so as well.

Ms. BORDALLO. Madam Speaker, today, |
join my colleagues in support of H.R. 441 au-
thorizing a U.S. plan to endorse and obtain
observer status for Taiwan at the annual sum-
mit of the World Health Assembly in May 2003
in Geneva. | want to thank Congressman
Sherrod Brown for his continued commitment
to this cause.

reserve the bal-
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The Constitution of the World Health Orga-
nization states, “the enjoyment of the highest
attainable standard of health is one of the fun-
damental rights of every human being without
distinction of race, religion, political belief, eco-
nomic or social condition.” Taiwan’s participa-
tion in the organization advances this prin-
ciple.

Taiwan has made many positive contribu-
tions that benefit our country and help the
international community attain the health goals
set by the World Health Organization. Advanc-
ing Taiwan’s participation in the WHO would
provide the people of Taiwan more opportuni-
ties to participate in international health initia-
tives.

Taiwan’s willingness to come to the aid of
the people of El Salvador in the wake of the
devastating earthquake in January 2001 is in-
dicative of their commitment to global health.
In the days following the earthquake, the Tai-
wanese government sent 2 rescue teams that
included emergency, medical and engineering
specialists to assist in the rescue and recovery
efforts. In addition, the Taiwanese government
donated $200,000 in relief aid to the Salva-
doran government.

The WHO Constitution also states, “the
health of all peoples is fundamental to the at-
tainment of peace and security and is depend-
ent upon the fullest co-operation of individuals
and States.” In advancing the participation of
Taiwan in the WHO, we are increasing global
cooperation to address the pressing health
concerns of our time. | strongly commend H.R.
441 to my colleagues and urge its passage.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Speaker, |
strongly support H.R. 441, and | would like to
thank my colleagues on the International Rela-
tions Committee and the Congressional Tai-
wan Caucus for their support as well.

For the past few years, we have been push-
ing for Taiwan’s observer status at the WHO.
| don’t know about the rest of you, but I'm
starting to experience deja-vu on this issue.
Congress has addressed this several times,
and | will continue to raise it until we have a
resolution.

The World Health Organization makes a
major contribution to the international commu-
nity each and every day. The WHO has pro-
grams to stop the spread of HIV/AIDS and
other infectious diseases, to support the devel-
opment of basic health care services through-
out the developing world, and to provide hu-
manitarian aid to those in need.

In this growing struggle, the WHO and its
member countries should be looking for help
wherever they can get it. Unfortunately, Tai-
wan'’s efforts to obtain observer status to the
annual World Health Assembly meetings in
Geneva have been blocked.

While the Administration has indicated sup-
port for Taiwan’s bid for WHO observer status,
it is unwilling to match the rhetoric with action.
The State Department argues that the majority
of WHO members would never support ob-
server status for Taiwan, and therefore the
U.S. shouldn’t make a concerted effort on Tai-
wan’s behalf. Well | say, let's find out.

The Administration must make a concerted
effort to ensure Taiwan’s participation in the
WHO. The bid may fail, but Taiwan won't be
allowed to participate if we do not make the
case of its involvement.

Taiwan is a strong, democratic ally. It has
developmental and humanitarian resources
that would make a substantial contribution to
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the WHO'’s mission. The people of Taiwan are
volunteering these resources to fight global
epidemics, and we are turning them away at
the door. They have demonstrated this time
after time—in Haiti; in El Salvador; and more
recently by contributing a million dollars to the
Global Fund to Fight AIDS, TB and Malaria.
The world needs all the help it can get. Tai-
wan is not asking to join the WHO as a state,
but rather as an observer. The case for ob-
server status at the WHO is clear, and the
Bush Administration should make it happen.

| strongly support H.R. 441, and urge my
colleagues to do so as well.

Mr. WU. Madam Speaker, | rise today in
strong support to H.R. 441, a bill to authorize
the United States to seek observer status for
Taiwan within the World Health Organization
(WHO).

Every May, the World Health Assembly
meets to consider the acceptance of new
members to the WHO. Unfortunately, even as
Taiwan is among the leaders in Asia in impor-
tant health indicators, such as life expectancy
and infant mortality, it is unable to contribute
to the WHO.

While nationhood is a membership require-
ment, the WHO does provide observer status
to such entities as the Vatican, the Knights of
Malta, and the Palestinian Liberation Organi-
zation. As a self-governing and democratic is-
land of twenty-three million people, and as a
potential member with a great deal to con-
tribute to the WHO, | strongly support WHO
observer status for Taiwan.

As we once again approach the annual
World Health Assembly, | urge Secretary Colin
Powell and Secretary Tommy Thompson to
work with our friends around the world to ob-
tain WHO observer status for Taiwan. | urge
my colleagues to vote yes on H.R. 441.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam Speaker,
| rise today in support of H.R. 441, a bill en-
dorsing observer status for Taiwan at the an-
nual summit of the World Health Organization
in May 2003. | thank my good friend, Mr.
BRoOwN of Ohio, for introducing the bill, and |
look forward to voting for it.

Madam Speaker, over the years, this body
has been divided on a variety of foreign policy
issues. What the House has not been divided
on, however, is its support for Taiwan, espe-
cially as it pertains to its status in the World
Health Organization. The fact remains that
Taiwan's exclusion from the WHO not only
hurts Taiwan, but also the entire international
community.

The WHO's constitution states that “the en-
joyment of the highest standard of health is
one of the fundamental rights of every human
being without distinction of race, religion, polit-
ical belief, economic or social condition.” Yet,
the constitution of the WHO has been dis-
regarded when the inclusion of Taiwan in the
WHO, even at observer status, has been laid
on the table. This time for this to change is
now.

Few recall that Taiwan was an original
member of the WHO, participating as a full
member from 1948 until 1972. The United Na-
tions’ 1972 decision to award Taiwan’s seat to
the People’s Republic of China resulted in Tai-
wan'’s replacement at the WHO. Since then,
Taiwan has sought to be readmitted into the
WHO at the same time it has built one of the
world’s most dynamic free market economies
and become a leading technological and sci-
entific population.
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Tragically, the world community has never
fully benefited from the medical advancements
made by Taiwanese doctors and scientists be-
cause Taiwan lacks WHO membership. Tai-
wan enjoys one of the highest life expectancy
rates in Asia, has relatively low infant and ma-
ternal mortality rates, and has eradicated
major infectious diseases such as cholera,
smallpox, and polio. Additionally, Taiwan’'s
government was the first in the world to pro-
vide children with free hepatitis B vaccinations.
Until the international community recognizes
that each country in the world will benefit
multi-fold from Taiwan’s inclusion in the WHO,
political pressure from the People’s Republic
of China will trump the spread of Taiwan’'s
medical advancements.

Madam Speaker, health has no borders,
and certainly neither does disease. Taiwan’s
23 million citizens suffer every single time re-
lief is delayed simply because Taiwan is not a
part of the WHO. Likewise, the world commu-
nity suffers each time its access to Taiwan’s
medical advancements is limited for the same
reason.

Taiwan’s readmittance to the WHO is long
overdue. With passage of this bill today, the
State Department is again given the nec-
essary tools to push forward on Taiwan's re-
quest. H.R. 441 is not a political statement
against the People’s Republic of China. In-
stead, it is recognition of opportunity for the
entire world community. The successes of Tai-
wan's medical experts must no longer remain
locked in a chamber of politics, and access to
these ideas must be extended to all countries.

| urge my colleagues to support this bill.
May we all look forward to a day when Taiwan
is admitted back into the World Health Organi-
zation, an organization it helped build 55 years
ago.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Madam Speaker, |
rise today in support of H.R. 441, a resolution
to authorize a United States plan to endorse
and obtain status for Taiwan at the annual
summit of the World Health Assembly in May
2003 in Geneva, Switzerland.

In response to an appeal from the United
Nations and the United States, the govern-
ment of Taiwan donated $1,000,000 to the
Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and
Malaria. Taiwan has also been a sovereign
state since its founding in 1912. Although
China has exercised control over Taiwan, Tai-
wan is a democratic and free society duly
elected by the people.

As a sovereign state, Taiwan has acceded
to the World Trade Organization and, despite
the PRC'’s objections, | believe it is time for
Taiwan to also obtain status as a member of
the World Health Organization.

| fully support the intent of H.R. 441 and |
also urge my colleagues to support his bill.

Mr. LANTOS. Madam Speaker, | have
no further requests for time, and |
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Speaker, | have
no further requests for time, and |
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
441.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
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those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Speaker,
that | demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

on

———

COMMEMORATING 60TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF HISTORIC RESCUE OF
50,000 BULGARIAN JEWS FROM
THE HOLOCAUST

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Speaker, |
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
77) commemorating the 60th anniver-
sary of the historic rescue of 50,000 Bul-
garian Jews from the Holocaust and
commending the Bulgarian people for
preserving and continuing their tradi-
tion of ethnic and religious tolerance,
as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. REs. 77

Whereas the people of the United States
and the Republic of Bulgaria respect all
faiths, including Judaism and Jewish cul-
ture;

Whereas during World War 11, despite being
allied with Germany, Bulgarians did not cede
to Nazi pressure to fully enforce anti-Jewish
legislation and resisted orders to deport
their Jewish compatriots to Nazi concentra-
tion camps;

Whereas in the spring of 1943 the Bulgarian
people succeeded in preventing the deporta-
tion of 50,000 Jews to such camps;

Whereas it is acknowledged with sadness
that the deportation of over 11,000 jews from
Thrace and Macedonia, territories which
were administered by Bulgaria at that time,
to Nazi concentration camps, took place;

Whereas Bulgaria was the only European
country during World War 11 to increase its
Jewish population;

Whereas members of the Bulgarian Par-
liament, the Bulgarian Orthodox Church,
King Boris Ill, politicians, intellectuals, and
citizens all played a part in the resistance to
Nazi pressure to carry out the deportation;

Whereas March 2003 marks the 60th anni-
versary of Bulgaria’s refusal to deport its
Jews to Nazi concentration camps;

Whereas the Bulgarian people today pre-
serve and continue their tradition of ethnic
and religious tolerance; and

Whereas President George W. Bush and
Prime Minister Simeon Saxe-Coburg Gotha
are leading the United States and Bulgaria
into a long-term strategic partnership: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That Congress—

(1) commemorates the 60th anniversary of
the historic rescue of 50,000 Bulgarian Jews
from the Holocaust and commends the Bul-
garian people for preserving and continuing
their tradition of ethnic and religious toler-
ance; and

(2) reiterates its support for strong ties be-
tween the United States and Bulgaria.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT).
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H. Con. Res. 77.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as |1 may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, | rise today in sup-
port of H. Con. Res. 77, a resolution
commemorating the 60th anniversary
of the historic rescue of 50,000 Bul-
garian Jews from the Holocaust. This
resolution was introduced by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. WIL-
SON). H. Con. Res. 77 recognizes a rel-
atively unknown but exceedingly im-
portant event in the history of Bul-
garia and the history of Europe.

This resolution commends the Bul-
garian people for their actions in 1943
and for preserving and continuing their
tradition of ethnic and religious toler-
ance. In the spring of 1943, the Bul-
garian people succeeded in protecting
Bulgaria’s entire Jewish population
from deportation and death in Nazi
concentration camps. This happened
despite the fact that Bulgaria was offi-
cially allied with Nazi Germany from
March 1941 until September 1944. Bul-
garia’s legislators, clergymen, civic
leaders, intellectuals, and ordinary
citizens, through a series of protests
and appeals, blocked Nazi attempts to
deport Bulgarian Jews to death camps
in Poland. The entire Bulgarian nation,
the people, the Parliament, the King
and the Orthodox Church stood united
and confronted the Nazi terror. As a re-
sult, in that critical moment in his-
tory, not even one of Bulgaria’s 50,000
Jews was deported to Nazi gas cham-
bers.

In fact, I am told that Bulgaria was
the only country in Europe in which
the Jewish population actually in-
creased during World War Il. The Bul-
garian people should be commended for
saving their fellow countrymen and
compatriots from the Holocaust. Bul-
garians today should be proud of their
predecessors’ courage and heroism, and
we recognize today this historic action
that was taken. In a country and re-
gion of such long and deep history, at
the crossroads of civilizations, we
should also recognize the tradition of
ethnic and religious tolerance in Bul-
garia and what it might mean today
for the Balkans, for Europe, for the
Middle East, and for the world.

Madam Speaker, I would again like
to commend Bulgaria and the Bul-
garian people for this historic event,
and | urge strong support for this reso-
lution.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

Mr. LANTOS. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as |1 may con-
sume.

reserve the bal-
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Madam Speaker, | rise in strong sup-
port of this resolution. First, | would
like to commend the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. WIiLsSoN) for his
leadership on this important resolu-
tion. | also want to recognize the con-
tributions to this measure of the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT).

Madam Speaker, just in the past year
Congress has focused attention on
growing anti-Semitism in Europe. Un-
fortunately, some European leaders
have used the pretext of the Middle
East conflict to justify this ugly phe-
nomenon of the 20th century re-
appearing in the 21st century.

Therefore, it gives me great pleasure
to commend an important U.S. ally, a
future member of NATO, on what it did
during the darkest hours of European
history. Bulgaria’s actions during the
Second World War prove that a small
nation can have a tremendously posi-
tive impact on humanity. In Bulgaria,
the effort to resist the Nazi pressure to
enforce anti-Jewish laws and to deport
its Jewish citizens to death camps was
undertaken by the full spectrum of
Bulgarian society. Members of the Bul-
garian Parliament, the Bulgarian Or-
thodox Church, politicians, intellec-
tuals, but most importantly, ordinary
citizens all played a part in the resist-
ance to Nazi pressure to carry out the
unconscionable act of deportation to
death camps.

March 2003 marks the 60th anniver-
sary of Bulgaria’s historic refusal to
deport its Jews to Nazi concentration
camps.

Some years ago at the initiative of
my wife, she and | went to Bulgaria to
express our appreciation for this heroic
action of the Bulgarian people during
the most difficult years of the Second
World War. We met with a broad spec-
trum of Bulgarian people, and we had
the opportunity of telling them that
their little recognized heroic action is
deeply appreciated by the American
people and the Congress of the United
States.

Sadly, Bulgaria was unique among
its East European neighbors. In too
many instances, the populations of
other countries occupied by the Nazis
turned against their Jewish com-
patriots or remained indifferent to
their nightmare fate.

That is why today, Madam Speaker, |
shudder when | hear the excuses used
by some governments in Europe to ex-
plain the rise of anti-Semitism again
on that continent. As we commend
Bulgaria for this historic rescue, we
must note that neighboring Macedonia
is marking the tragedy of the deporta-
tion of over 11,000 Jews to Nazi death
camps. This region was under the con-
trol of Bulgarian authorities at the
time, but the Jewish residents did not
have Bulgarian citizenship and were
not saved from the Nazi death camps.
They all perished.

Madam Speaker, | urge all of my col-
leagues to support this important reso-
lution.
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Madam Speaker, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Speaker, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. WILSON), the principal sponsor of
the bill. I might note that the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. WIL-
SON) is likely to become a grandfather
for the first time within the next few
hours.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.
Madam Speaker, | rise today with the
great honor of introducing a bill with
the gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
TAUSCHER) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. LANTOS) to recognize
the 60th anniversary of the historic
rescue of 50,000 Bulgarian Jews from
the Holocaust and commending the
Bulgarian people for preserving and
continuing their tradition of ethnic
and religious tolerance.

[ 1515

As the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
CHABOT) just mentioned, this indeed is
a special day for me. It is a special day
because 1 am so happy to tell the peo-
ple of the world about the wonderful
people that | have had the opportunity
to be associated with in the Republic of
Bulgaria. It is a special day because my
daughter-in-law, Lauren, is in Bethesda
right now. She is in labor awaiting the
birth of our first grandchild. This is an
extraordinary day on behalf of my son,
who is an ensign in the U.S. Navy,
Addison. We are indeed looking forward
to the birth of Addison Graves Wilson,
I11. In fact, my wife is with the other
prospective grandparents. My wife,
Roxanne, and Julie and Craig Houston
of West Columbia, South Carolina, are
on 1-95 as we speak coming up for the
blessed event. We are just very grate-
ful.

My association with Bulgaria, it is a
bit unusual for someone from South
Carolina to have an association with a
country which does not have signifi-
cant immigration to our State. It real-
ly started, and | need to give thanks to
the late Lee Atwater, chairman of the
Republican National Committee. He
appointed me to be an observer for the
first democratic elections that had oc-
curred in decades in Bulgaria on June
10, 1990. | had the extraordinary oppor-
tunity of visiting Bulgaria. | do not
want to give anybody the impression |
am a world traveler, because it was my
first visit to Europe. It was an extraor-
dinary opportunity, though, for me.

I had gone to Bulgaria fully expect-
ing to find the most slavish Soviet sat-
ellite. It was a country that was
marked with a bitter dictatorship and
a loyalty to the former Soviet Union
that was unparalleled among the sat-
ellite countries of Eastern and Central
Europe. When | arrived, it was, in fact,
significantly different. It was like a
country frozen in time. | found people
who were really back to about 1939. It
was an extraordinary circumstance of a
country where the people were just ter-
rific. They were very friendly, they
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were very open, they were excited
about the efforts that Ronald Reagan
had made of peace through strength,
the liberation of Eastern and Central
Europe. | also found a country which 1|
could identify with coming from the
southeastern part of the United States,
which is in the southeastern part of
Europe.

I found a very friendly meteorolog-
ical climate. The people were friendly.
The geography was remarkably similar
to my home State of South Carolina.
They have beautiful beaches to the
east on the Black Sea, there is a mid-
lands very similar to where | represent
in Congress, and then there are moun-
tains to the west. It was a time to real-
ly feel at home. I met wonderful peo-
ple. The first person who greeted me
was a candidate for the National As-
sembly, Stefan Stoyanov. Stefan ulti-
mately was elected to their par-
liament, the National Assembly. Then
I had the good fortune of hosting him
to observe our elections in November of
1990. This was hosted by various civic
organizations: the Rotary Clubs, the
Kiwanis Clubs, the Optimist Clubs, the
Lions Clubs of the central part of
South Carolina, the midlands of South
Carolina. They raised money for As-
semblyman Stoyanov to come visit. At
that time it was an extraordinary elec-
tion victory for Governor Carroll
Campbell, who was reelected. Governor
Campbell took the Bulgarian assembly-
man to the stage for recognition on
election night at the victory party. It
was an extraordinary event.

I then had the opportunity to visit
later that year with the democratically
elected members of the National As-
sembly, thanks to the Free Congress
Foundation and Mr. Paul Weyrich and,
in particular, the late Dr. Bob Krieble,
who is the founder of the Krieble Insti-
tute, which has worked so well to es-
tablish democracy in the formerly-
Communist countries. It was an ex-
traordinary opportunity to be what Dr.
Krieble called an agent of influence,
and it was positive influence, to pro-
mote democracy.

I then returned several years later
and saw remarkable change. Through
the sister city program of the Colum-
bia International Affairs Association,
we have a sister city relationship with
Plovdiv, the second largest city in Bul-
garia. Columbia, the capital of South
Carolina, is very fortunate to be associ-
ated with this ancient city. It was
known as Philippopolis. It was known
as Trimontium. | found the history of
Bulgaria to go back to Roman and
Greek times. It is just a phenomenal
experience of wonderful people. | was
very fortunate at that time to have my
son with me, Addison, Jr., who then
left that next week to be a midshipman
at the U.S. Naval Academy.

In the particular bill today, I am
very grateful for the leadership of the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE),
the chairman of the Committee on
International Relations. | want to
thank the gentleman from Nebraska
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(Mr. BEREUTER), the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Europe. And of
course, somebody near and dear to me,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT),
who has been a real leader. And the
professional staff has been so helpful.

The rescue of the Bulgarian Jews
from the Holocaust. In the spring of
1943, a period when Jews across Europe
were subjected to total extermination
in the Nazi death camps, the Bulgarian
people, politicians and civic leaders
through a series of resolute actions
succeeded in protecting their 50,000
Jewish compatriots from deportation
to the death camps. Bulgaria was the
only country in Europe to increase its
Jewish population during World War I1.
This happened despite Nazi pressure
and the fact that Bulgaria was offi-
cially an ally of Hitler Germany as
part of the Axis from March 1941 until
September 1944.

Despite the anti-Jewish legislation
and the heavy restrictions of the rights
of the Jewish population adopted by
the Bulgarian Government and Par-
liament in 1941-1942, anti-Semitism was
never morally accepted by the Bul-
garian society. King Boris Ill and the
majority of the members of Parliament
only reluctantly followed Hitler’s offi-
cial policy, resisting the implementa-
tion of the anti-Jewish legislation and
regulations in their entirety. As a re-
sult of Nazi pressure, in February 1943
a secret agreement was reached to
start the secret deportation of Jews by
cargo trains in the first days of March
1943.

Due to the prompt public reaction
and the resolute intervention of a
group of active citizens, church leaders
and politicians, led by Deputy Speaker
of the Bulgarian National Assembly
Dimitar Peshev, the Minister of Inte-
rior Gabrovski was forced on 9 March
1943 to cancel the deportation orders
for the Jews from several Bulgarian
cities. The trains, which had been wait-
ing to be loaded with Bulgarian Jews
and sent to the concentration camps in
Poland, did not depart. Unfortunately,
about 12,000 Jews from Aegean Thrace
and Macedonia, who did not at that
time have Bulgarian citizenship and
had been already driven out of their
homes by the special forces of the Jew-
ish Commissariat, could not be saved
and were deported through Bulgarian
territory to Germany. The horrible
sight of train compositions packed
with Jews from Thrace and Macedonia
crossing Bulgarian territory had a tre-
mendous impact on public opinion in
Bulgaria and strengthened even more
the popular resistance against deporta-
tion.

Later, in March 1943, 43 members of
the Bulgarian Parliament from the rul-
ing majority, led by Deputy Speaker
Dimitar Peshev, addressed a bold and
decisive letter to the then Prime Min-
ister Filov in which they called a pos-
sible deportation of Jews an inadmis-
sible act with grave moral and political
consequences for the country. The Bul-
garian Orthodox Church played a cru-
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cial part in mobilizing public support
against the deportation and exerting
its influence on the government.
Metropolitans Stefan in Sofia and Kiril
in Plovdiv actively contributed to the
campaign against state discrimination
of the Jews.

The broad popular and civil move-
ment in defense of the Bulgarian Jews
culminated in May 1943 when the plan
of deportation was finally aborted.
King Boris 11l played a decisive role in
this decision by not ceding to Hitler’s
increasing pressure and not allowing
the deportation to happen. The King
resisted Hitler’s demands with the ar-
gument that the Bulgarian Jews were
needed as a workforce in Bulgaria. At
the end of May 1943, about 20,000 Jews
from Sofia were sent to work camps in
the countryside where they were as-
signed heavy labor duties and lived in
miserable conditions; but they sur-
vived. Many other political and profes-
sional organizations and groups of in-
tellectuals joined actively in this na-
tional effort. The credit as a whole be-
longs to the Bulgarian people who
showed courage and strength in defend-
ing their fellow Jewish countrymen.
Bulgarians today feel proud of the
courage of their predecessors to save
from deportation and death nearly
50,000 Bulgarian Jews.

I have seen firsthand the good will of
the Bulgarian people as an observer of
Bulgaria’s first democratic elections in
1990, and | have witnessed the progress
of Bulgaria’s democracy away from
communism. | commend the efforts of
patriots like Prime Minister Simeon
Saxe-Coburg-Gotha, Ambassador Elena
Poptodorova, Foreign Minister Sol-
omon Pasi, Defense Minister Nikolai
Svinarov, Deputy Chief of Mission
Emil Yalnazov, and Bulgarian Ambas-
sador to Greece Stefan Stoyanov for
continuing important reforms and for
leading their entry into NATO.

We are proud of our allied Bulgaria.
As cochairman of the House Caucus on
Bulgaria along with the gentlewoman
from California (Mrs. TAUSCHER), it is
my privilege to introduce this legisla-
tion. | urge my colleagues to support
House Concurrent Resolution 77.

Mr. LANTOS. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as |1 may con-
sume.

First, | want to commend my friend
for his powerful and eloquent and
thoughtful statement. | would like to
add that it is no accident that as we
speak, Bulgaria is standing tall with
the United States at the United Na-
tions at another critical juncture of
history.

Mr. BEREUTER. Madam Speaker, this
Member rises today in strong support of H.
Con. Res. 77, a resolution recognizing and
commending the Bulgarian people for a little-
known, but extraordinary, historical fact. The
resolution was introduced by the distinguished
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. WILSON),
and this Member is pleased to be an original
CoSponsor.

This resolution seeks to commemorate the
60th anniversary of a historic act of courage
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and heroism: the rescue of the Bulgarian Jews
from the Nazi Holocaust in 1943. In that crit-
ical moment of history, the Bulgarian people,
from every walk of life, through a series of res-
olute actions, successfully stopped the depor-
tation of Bulgaria’s Jewish population to Nazi
death camps.

Bulgaria was officially allied with Hitler Ger-
many from March 1941 until September 1944,
but anti-Semitism was never morally accepted
by Bulgarian society. It is said that King Boris
Il and the majority of the Members of Par-
liament only reluctantly followed Hitler's official
policies, resisting the implementation of anti-
Jewish legislation and other restrictions in their
entirety.

In February 1943, as a result of Nazi pres-
sure, a secret agreement on the deportation of
Bulgarian Jews to Germany was signed be-
tween Hitler's special envoy Dannecker and
the Bulgarian Commissar on Jewish Affair
Belev. The plan was to start the secret depor-
tation of Jews by cargo trains in the first days
of March 1943.

Due to immediate public reaction and the
resolute intervention of a group of active citi-
zens, church leaders and politicians, led by
the Deputy Speaker of the Bulgarian National
Assembly Dimitar Peshev, the Minister of Inte-
rior Nikola Gabrovski was forced on March 9,
1943 to cancel deportation orders for Jews
from several Bulgarian cities. The trains, which
had been waiting to be loaded and sent to
concentration camps in Poland, did not depart.

Unfortunately, about 12,000 Jews from Ae-
gean Thrace and Macedonia, who did not at
that time have Bulgarian citizenship and who
had already been driven out of their homes by
the special forces of the Jewish Commissariat,
were deported through Bulgarian territory to
Germany. The horrible sight of trains carrying
Jews from Thrace and Macedonia crossing
Bulgaria and strengthened even more the pop-
ular resistance against deportation.

Later in march 1943, 43 members of the
Bulgarian Parliament from the ruling majority,
led by the Deputy Speaker Dimitar Peshev,
addressed a bold and decisive letter to the
then-Prime Minister Bogdan Filov, in which
they called a possible deportation of the Jews
an “inadmissible act” which “grave moral and
political consequences” for the country.

The Bulgarian Orthodox Church played a
crucial part in mobilizing public support against
the deportation and exerting its influence on
the government. Metropolitans Sefan in Sofia
and Kiril in Plovdiv actively contributed to this
effort.

The broad popular and civil movement in
defense of the Bulgarian Jews culminated in
May 1943 when the plan of deportation was fi-
nally aborted. King Boris Ill played a decisive
role in this decision by not ceding to Hitler's
increasing pressure and by not allowing the
deportation to happen. Many other political
and professional organizations and groups of
intellectuals actively participated in this na-
tional movement.

The credit as a whole belongs to the Bul-
garian people who showed courage and
strength in defending their fellow countrymen.
Bulgarians today rightly feel proud of the ac-
tions of their predecessors to save from de-
portation and death nearly 50,000 Bulgarian
Jews.

Bulgaria should be proud of this historical
event, and its tradition of ethnic and religious
tolerance. Bulgaria’s history should be recog-
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nized, and its people should be commended.
Bulgaria should be an example to a region
that has been torn apart by so much hatred
and violence over the past decade. Let Bul-
garia’s history be an example to the Balkins
and Southeastern Europe. Let Bulgaria’s his-
tory be an example to all of Europe today,
East and West, North and South, Old and
New.

Madam Speaker, on this occasion, this
Member urges strong support for this resolu-
tion and would also particularly like to thank
Bulgaria, and the Bulgarian people, for Bul-
garia’s exceptionally strong support and co-
operation with America in the international war
on terrorism.

Mr. LANTOS. Madam Speaker, | have
no further requests for time, and |
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Speaker, | have
no further requests for time, and |
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the concur-
rent resolution, H. Con. Res. 77, as
amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Speaker,
that | demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

on

——————

RICHARD K. ARMEY ROOM

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Speaker, |
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution (H. Res. 19) designating
the room numbered H-236 in the House
of Representatives wing of the Capitol
as the ““Richard K. Armey Room”’.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 19

Whereas, at the end of the 107th Congress,
Representative Richard K. Armey retired
after 18 years of distinguished service in the
House of Representatives, including service
as the Majority Leader for 8 years, the long-
est tenure of any Republican Majority Lead-
er in 92 years: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the room numbered H-236 in
the House of Representatives wing of the
Capitol shall be known and designated as the
“Richard K. Armey Room’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BURGESS) and the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NorTON) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BURGESS).

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, House Resolution 19
designates room 236 in the House wing
of the United States Capitol as the
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Richard K. Armey Room. Former Ma-
jority Leader Dick Armey represented
the 26th Congressional District of
Texas for 18 years, and his dedication
to the 26th district and to the State of
Texas had no bounds. He represented
the constituents with honesty, integ-
rity, and was passionate about his fis-
cally conservative principles. | now
represent this same district and will
follow in the same spirit. The people of
this district, the State of Texas, and
our great Nation are better off as a re-
sult of Dr. Armey’s leadership in Con-
gress.

Former Majority Leader Armey was
the first of his family to attend college.
He rose from humble beginnings in
rural North Dakota to the pinnacle of
American government. His was not a
path of privilege but of hard work,
dedication and strong beliefs. He
earned a bachelor’s degree from James-
town College, a master’s degree from
the University of North Dakota, and a
doctorate from the University of Okla-
homa.

In 1984, Dr. Armey was elected to his
first of nine terms in this body. He
quickly made a name for himself as
someone dedicated to sound public
policies based on conservative prin-
ciples. During his time in the House, he
was instrumental in passage of public
housing reform, closing of obsolete and
unnecessary military bases, and farm
legislation reform, each of which saved
the American people money and al-
lowed the Federal Government to bet-
ter serve the communities impacted.
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Dick Armey was also a steadfast con-
servative who advocated fundamental
tax reform and brought the implemen-
tation of the flat tax to the national
stage. These achievements and ideas
all came as all of Dick Armey’s accom-
plishments came, through hard work,
persistence and dedication.

In 1992, Representative Armey was
elected to the position of conference
chairman of the House Republicans,
the top policy position within the Re-
publican Conference. In 1994, when Re-
publicans won a majority of seats in
this House of Representatives for the
first time in 40 years, Representative
Armey was elected to serve as majority
leader, a position he held for 8 years,
one of the longest terms of any major-
ity leader in the history of this body.

In addition to his leadership roles,
Majority Leader Armey also served as
cochairman of the Joint Economic
Committee and as chairman of the Se-
lect Committee on Homeland Security,
which was responsible for writing the
legislation creating the Department of
Homeland Security.

The naming of Room 236 as the Rich-
ard K. Armey Room is a fitting tribute
to a dedicated public servant. | support
the legislation and encourage all of my
colleagues to do the same.

Madam Speaker, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.
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Madam Speaker, H. Res. 19 would
designate Room 236 in the House of
Representatives as the Richard K.
Armey Room. H-236 is located in the
Capitol and currently serves as a meet-
ing room.

Mr. Armey retired at the end of the
107th Congress after serving 18 years in
the House. He was born in Cando,
North Dakota, in 1940. After graduating
from the local high school, he attended
Jamestown College in Jamestown,
North Dakota. He received his Master’s
Degree from the University of North
Dakota and his Ph.D. from the Univer-
sity of Oklahoma.

Mr. Armey taught for many years,
holding positions at the University of
Montana, West Texas State University,
Austin College and North Texas State
University. While at North Texas
State, he was the Chairman of the Eco-
nomics Department for 6 years.

In 1992, Congressman Armey became
the chairman of the House Republican
Conference, and in 1994 he became the
majority leader.

Designating this room in the Capitol
is an appropriate recognition of Con-
gressman Armey’s civic contributions
and his dedicated public service.

Madam Speaker, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Speaker, |
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
lowa (Mr. NUSSLE).

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Speaker, |
thank my colleague from Texas for
yielding me time.

Madam Speaker, this is a great pleas-
ure for me. This is my resolution, and
I cannot think of a prouder resolution
and a more meaningful one to me to
bring forward than this resolution here
today.

A person’s work here in Congress
speaks much louder than rooms that
are named after them or statues that
may collect dust in the hallways. It is
right and fitting and appropriate that
we name this room after Dick Armey,
but I can tell you that the Dick Armey
I know cares very little about what
room is named after him. He cares
much more about the legacy he has left
for his children and grandchildren and
this great country we call America.

Some would say that the beauty of
our democracy is that when somebody
leaves the United States Congress they
are quickly forgotten. In some respects
that is sad, because we have some great
Members who come through our body
on both sides of the aisle, Members who
go on to bigger and better things, some
might say in the United States Senate
or the other body as we refer to it,
maybe down in the administration,
maybe they go home and raise their
family, open a business, teach school,
whatever it might be. But the beauty
of our system and our democracy real-
ly does lie in the fact that it is we the
people, and that while one great Mem-
ber passes, a new great Member can
hopefully fill those shoes as we move
forward.

Dick Armey speaks often about
something very simple that | happen to
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believe is very profound. ‘““Freedom
works’ is a slogan that he has coined,
to some extent. It is a long way of say-
ing we hold these truths to be self-evi-
dent, that all men are created equal
and endowed by their Creator with cer-
tain inalienable rights, that of life, lib-
erty and the pursuit of happiness.

It took a long sentence to get that
out back in 1776, but today we can say
it very simply as freedom works; free-
dom works in America, freedom works
in our economy, freedom works in our
workplace. Freedom may even work in
Irag. Freedom works in a lot of places,
in a lot of places that we call America,
and Dick Armey has helped bring free-
dom to our country.

It is an unusual procedure to bring a
resolution to the floor to name any-
thing in the United States Capitol. We
do so only under very unusual cir-
cumstances. If you walk through the
halls, you will find many great leaders
with their name on the door. | believe
it is appropriate that we take a pause
today and name a room. But the name
that | think that Dick Armey would
find most appropriate on any room in
this Capitol would be freedom.

The nice thing about this is that
while | introduced this resolution, | did
so with the full support of the Speaker
of the House. | talked to him first, be-
cause you do not name rooms in the
Capitol without talking to the Speak-
er. 1 also know | have the support of
my entire conference. But what is even
more enjoyable is to know we have the
support of both sides of the aisle.
Democrats who may have disagreed
with Dick Armey during his term had
an enormous amount of respect for
him, even though there was disagree-
ment oftentimes, and that is true, |
think, for many leaders that Repub-
licans look to on the Democratic side
as well.

This is a bipartisan resolution.
Former leader Armey is here in the
Chamber today. | just want to say to
my friend that this is as meaningful a
public gesture as we can make, and we
mean it with as much heartfelt wishes
for you and your wife Susan, and the
recognition that what you have done
here has not been forgotten. Even
though freedom works, our country
continues, our democracy will flourish,
and the Congress will continue to hope-
fully do good things that you will find
enjoyable to watch from your new
chair and your new seat.

Thank you very much for your serv-
ice. We look forward to the oppor-
tunity when we can unveil this room
some time in the near future.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
have no further requests for time, and
| yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself 1 minute.

Madam Speaker, the gentleman from
lowa is quite correct that it is hard to
leave a legacy. The majority leader
himself pointed out how service in this
body does take a fair amount from
one’s family and one’s time with one’s

March 11, 2003

family. | am aware of the fact that the
retiring majority leader is expecting
two grandchildren next month, and
what a wonderful legacy it will be for
those children when they visit the Cap-
itol in years to come, to visit Room
236, the Richard K. Armey Room.

Madam Speaker, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BURGESS) that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution, H. Res. 19.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

———
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6:30 p.m.

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 39 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 6:30 p.m.

————
0 1832

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. FLAKE) at 6 o’clock and 32
minutes p.m.

—————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on motions to suspend the
rules previously postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 441, by the yeas and nays;

H. Con. Res. 77, by the yeas and nays;
and

H. Res. 19, by the yeas and nays.

Proceedings on H. Res. 122 and H.
Con. Res. 85 will be postponed until to-
morrow.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining
electronic votes will be conducted as 5-
minute votes.

————

OBSERVER STATUS FOR TAIWAN
AT WORLD HEALTH ASSEMBLY
IN MAY 2003 IN GENEVA, SWIT-
ZERLAND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 441.
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The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 441, on which the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 414, nays 0,
not voting 20, as follows:
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[Roll No. 50]
YEAS—414

Abercrombie Culberson Hoeffel
Ackerman Cummings Hoekstra
Aderholt Cunningham Holden
Alexander Davis (AL) Holt
Allen Davis (CA) Honda
Baca Davis (FL) Hooley (OR)
Bachus Davis (IL) Hostettler
Baird Davis (TN) Houghton
Baldwin Davis, Jo Ann Hoyer
Ballance Davis, Tom Hulshof
Ballenger Deal (GA) Hunter
Barrett (SC) DeFazio Inslee
Bartlett (MD) DeGette Isakson
Barton (TX) Delahunt Israel
Bass DeLauro Issa
Beauprez DelLay Istook
Becerra DeMint Jackson (IL)
Bell Deutsch Jackson-Lee
Bereuter Diaz-Balart, L. (TX)
Berkley Diaz-Balart, M. Janklow
Berman Dicks Jefferson
Berry Doggett Jenkins
Biggert Dooley (CA) John
Bilirakis Doyle Johnson (CT)
Bishop (GA) Dreier Johnson, E. B.
Bishop (NY) Duncan Johnson, Sam
Bishop (UT) Dunn Jones (NC)
Blackburn Edwards Jones (OH)
Blumenauer Ehlers Kanjorski
Blunt Emanuel Kaptur
Boehlert Emerson Keller
Boehner Engel Kelly
Bonilla English Kennedy (MN)
Bonner Eshoo Kennedy (RI)
Bono Etheridge Kildee
Boozman Evans Kilpatrick
Boswell Everett Kind
Boucher Fattah King (1A)
Boyd Feeney King (NY)
Bradley (NH) Ferguson Kingston
Brady (PA) Filner Kirk
Brady (TX) Flake Kleczka
Brown (OH) Fletcher Kline
Brown (SC) Foley Knollenberg
Brown, Corrine Forbes Kolbe
Brown-Waite, Ford Kucinich

Ginny Fossella LaHood
Burgess Frank (MA) Lampson
Burns Frelinghuysen Langevin
Burr Frost Lantos
Burton (IN) Garrett (NJ) Larsen (WA)
Buyer Gerlach Larson (CT)
Calvert Gibbons Latham
Camp Gillmor LaTourette
Cannon Gingrey Leach
Cantor Gonzalez Lee
Capito Goode Levin
Capps Goodlatte Lewis (CA)
Capuano Gordon Lewis (GA)
Cardin Goss Lewis (KY)
Cardoza Granger Linder
Carson (IN) Graves Lipinski
Carson (OK) Green (TX) LoBiondo
Carter Green (WI) Lofgren
Case Greenwood Lowey
Castle Grijalva Lucas (KY)
Chabot Gutierrez Lucas (OK)
Chocola Gutknecht Lynch
Clay Hall Majette
Clyburn Harman Maloney
Coble Harris Manzullo
Cole Hart Markey
Collins Hastings (FL) Marshall
Combest Hastings (WA) Matheson
Conyers Hayes Matsui
Cooper Hayworth McCarthy (MO)
Costello Hefley McCarthy (NY)
Cox Hensarling McCollum
Cramer Herger McCotter
Crane Hill McCrery
Crenshaw Hinchey McDermott
Crowley Hinojosa McGovern
Cubin Hobson McHugh

Mclnnis Porter Smith (TX)
Mclntyre Portman Smith (WA)
McKeon Price (NC) Souder
McNulty Pryce (OH) Spratt
Meehan Putnam Stearns
Meek (FL) Quinn Stenholm
Meeks (NY) Radanovich Strickland
Menendez Rahall Stupak
Michaud Rangel Sullivan
Millender- Regula .?_\;ngp;go
McDonald Rehberg Tanner
Miller (FL) Renzi Tauscher
Miller (MI) Reyes Tauzin
Miller (NC) Reynolds
Miller, Gary Rodriguez Taylor (MS)
Miller, George Rogers (AL) Taylor (NC)
Mollohan Rogers (KY) Terry
Moore Rogers (MI) Thomas
Moran (KS) Rohrabacher Thompson (CA)
Moran (VA) Ros-Lehtinen Thompson (MS)
Murphy RoOss Thornberry
Murtha Rothman Tiahrt
Musgrave Roybal-Allard Tiberi
Myrick Royce Tierney
Napolitano Ruppersberger Toomey
Neal (MA) Rush Towns
Nethercutt Ryan (OH) Turner (OH)
Ney Ryan (WI) Turner (TX)
Northup Ryun (KS) Udall (CO)
Norwood Sabo Udall (NM)
Nunes Sanchez, Linda Upton
Nussle T Van Hollen
Obey Sanchez, Loretta Velazquez
Olv_er Sande_rs Visclosky
Ortiz Sandlin Vitter
Osborne Saxton Walden (OR)
Ose Schakowsky Walsh
Otter Schiff Wamp
Owens Schrock Waters
Oxley Scott (GA)
Pallone Scott (VA) Watson
Pascrell Sensenbrenner watt
Pastor Sessions Waxman
Paul Shadegg Weiner
Payne Shaw Weldon (FL)
Pearce Shays Weller
Pelosi Sherman Wexler
Pence Sherwood Wicker
Peterson (MN) Shimkus Wilson (NM)
Peterson (PA) Shuster Wilson (SC)
Petri Simmons Wolf
Pickering Simpson Woolsey
Pitts Skelton Wu
Platts Slaughter Wynn
Pombo Smith (MI) Young (AK)
Pomeroy Smith (NJ) Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—20
Akin Gallegly Serrano
Andrews Gephardt Snyder
Baker Gilchrest Solis
Dingell Hyde Stark
Doolittle Johnson (IL) Weldon (PA)
Farr Nadler Whitfield

Franks (AZ) Oberstar

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLAKE) (during the vote). The Chair
would remind all Members that there
are less than 2 minutes to vote.

[ 1853

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall vote
No. 50 on H.R. 441 | was unavoidably de-
tained. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

—————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the remain-
der of this series of votes will be con-
ducted as 5-minute votes.

H1/711

COMMEMORATING 60TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF HISTORIC RESCUE OF
50,000 BULGARIAN JEWS FROM
THE HOLOCAUST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 77,
as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT)
that the House suspend the rules and
agree to the concurrent resolution, H.
Con. Res. 77, as amended, on which the
yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 418, nays 0,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 51]

YEAS—418
Abercrombie Clay Garrett (NJ)
Ackerman Clyburn Gerlach
Aderholt Coble Gibbons
Alexander Cole Gillmor
Allen Collins Gingrey
Baca Combest Gonzalez
Bachus Conyers Goode
Baird Cooper Goodlatte
Baker Costello Gordon
Baldwin Cox Goss
Ballance Cramer Granger
Ballenger Crane Graves
Barrett (SC) Crenshaw Green (TX)
Bartlett (MD) Crowley Green (WI)
Barton (TX) Cubin Greenwood
Bass Culberson Grijalva
Beauprez Cummings Gutierrez
Becerra Cunningham Gutknecht
Bell Davis (AL) Hall
Bereuter Davis (CA) Harman
Berkley Davis (FL) Harris
Berman Davis (IL) Hart
Berry Davis (TN) Hastings (FL)
Biggert Davis, Jo Ann Hastings (WA)
Bilirakis Davis, Tom Hayes
Bishop (GA) Deal (GA) Hayworth
Bishop (NY) DeFazio Hefley
Bishop (UT) DeGette Hensarling
Blackburn Delahunt Herger
Blumenauer Del.auro Hill
Blunt DeLay Hinchey
Boehlert DeMint Hinojosa
Boehner Deutsch Hobson
Bonilla Diaz-Balart, L. Hoeffel
Bonner Diaz-Balart, M. Hoekstra
Bono Dicks Holden
Boozman Doggett Holt
Boswell Dooley (CA) Honda
Boucher Doyle Hooley (OR)
Boyd Dreier Hostettler
Bradley (NH) Duncan Houghton
Brady (PA) Dunn Hoyer
Brady (TX) Edwards Hulshof
Brown (OH) Ehlers Hunter
Brown (SC) Emanuel Inslee
Brown, Corrine Emerson Isakson
Burgess Engel Israel
Burns English Issa
Burr Eshoo Istook
Burton (IN) Etheridge Jackson (IL)
Buyer Evans Jackson-Lee
Calvert Everett (TX)
Camp Farr Janklow
Cannon Fattah Jefferson
Cantor Feeney Jenkins
Capito Ferguson John
Capps Filner Johnson (CT)
Capuano Flake Johnson, E. B.
Cardin Fletcher Johnson, Sam
Cardoza Foley Jones (NC)
Carson (IN) Forbes Jones (OH)
Carson (OK) Ford Kanjorski
Carter Fossella Kaptur
Case Frank (MA) Keller
Castle Franks (AZ) Kelly
Chabot Frelinghuysen Kennedy (MN)
Chocola Frost Kennedy (RI)
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Kildee Napolitano Sensenbrenner
Kilpatrick Neal (MA) Sessions
Kind Nethercutt Shadegg
King (1A) Ney Shaw
King (NY) Northup Shays
Kingston Norwood Sherman
Kirk Nunes Sherwood
Kleczka Nussle Shimkus
Kline Obey Shuster
Knollenberg Olver Simmons
Kolbe Ortiz Simpson
Kucinich Osborne Skelton
LaHood Ose Slaughter
Lampso_n Otter Smith (M1)
Langevin Owens Smith (NJ)
Lantos Oxley Smith (TX)
Larsen (WA) Pallone Smith (WA)
Larson (CT) Pascrell Solis
Latham Pastor Souder
LaTourette Paul
Leach Payne Spratt
Lee Pearce Stearns
Levin Pelosi Ste_nholm
Lewis (CA) Pence Strickland
Lewis (GA) Peterson (MN) Stup_ak
Lewis (KY) Peterson (PA) Sullivan
Linder Petri Sweeney
Lipinski Pickering Tancredo
LoBiondo Pitts Tanner
Lofgren Platts Tauscher
Lowey Pombo Tauzin
Lucas (KY) Pomeroy Taylor (MS)
Lucas (OK) Porter Taylor (NC)
Lynch Portman Terry
Majette Price (NC) Thomas
Maloney Pryce (OH) Thompson (CA)
Manzullo Putnam Thompson (MS)
Markey Quinn Thornberry
Marshall Radanovich Tiahrt
Matheson Rahall Tiberi
Matsui Ramstad Tierney
McCarthy (MO) Rangel Toomey
McCarthy (NY) Regula Towns
McCollum Rehberg Turner (OH)
McCotter Renzi Turner (TX)
McCrery Reyes Udall (CO)
McDermott Reynolds Udall (NM)
McGovern Rodriguez Upton
McHugh Rogers (AL) van Hollen
Mclnnis Rogers (KY) Velazquez
Mclintyre Rogers (MI) Visclosky
McKeon Rohrabacher Vitter
McNulty Ros-Lehtinen Walden (OR)
Meehan Ross Walsh
Meek (FL) Rothman Wam
Meeks (NY) Roybal-Allard Wate’?s
Menendez Royce
Mica Ruppersberger Watson
Michaud Rush Watt
Millender- Ryan (OH) Wa?(man
McDonald Ryan (WI) Weiner
Miller (FL) Ryun (KS) Weldon (FL)
Miller (MI) Sabo Weller
Miller (NC) Sanchez, Linda ~ Wexler
Miller, Gary T. Whitfield
Miller, George Sanchez, Loretta Wicker
Mollohan Sanders Wilson (NM)
Moore Sandlin Wilson (SC)
Moran (KS) Saxton Wolf
Moran (VA) Schakowsky Woolsey
Murphy Schiff Wu
Murtha Schrock Wynn
Musgrave Scott (GA) Young (AK)
Myrick Scott (VA) Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—16
Akin Gallegly Oberstar
Andrews Gephardt Serrano
Brown-Waite, Gilchrest Snyder
Ginny Hyde Stark
Dingell Johnson (IL) Weldon (PA)
Doolittle Nadler

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

RICHARD K. ARMEY ROOM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
resolution, H. Res. 19.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BUR-
GESS) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the resolution, H. Res. 19,
on which the yeas and nays are or-

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLAKE) (during the vote). Members are
reminded that there are less than 2
minutes remaining to vote.
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution, as amended,
was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

dered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 406, nays 0,
answered ‘“‘present’’ 8, not voting 20, as

follows:
[Roll No. 52]
YEAS—406

Abercrombie Chocola Frost
Ackerman Clay Garrett (NJ)
Aderholt Clyburn Gerlach
Alexander Coble Gibbons
Allen Cole Gillmor
Baca Collins Gingrey
Bachus Combest Gonzalez
Baker Conyers Goode
Baldwin Cooper Goodlatte
Ballance Costello Gordon
Ballenger Cox Goss
Barrett (SC) Cramer Granger
Bartlett (MD) Crane Graves
Barton (TX) Crenshaw Green (TX)
Bass Crowley Green (WI)
Beauprez Cubin Greenwood
Becerra Culberson Grijalva
Bell Cummings Gutierrez
Bereuter Cunningham Gutknecht
Berkley Davis (AL) Hall
Berman Davis (CA) Harman
Biggert Davis (FL) Harris
Bilirakis Davis (IL) Hart
Bishop (GA) Davis (TN) Hastings (FL)
Bishop (NY) Davis, Jo Ann Hastings (WA)
Bishop (UT) Davis, Tom Hayes
Blackburn Deal (GA) Hayworth
Blumenauer DeFazio Hefley
Blunt DeGette Hensarling
Boehlert Delahunt Herger
Boehner DelLauro Hill
Bonilla DelLay Hinchey
Bonner DeMint Hinojosa
Bono Deutsch Hobson
Boozman Diaz-Balart, L. Hoeffel
Boswell Diaz-Balart, M. Hoekstra
Boucher Dicks Holden
Boyd Doggett Holt
Bradley (NH) Dooley (CA) Honda
Brady (PA) Doyle Hooley (OR)
Brady (TX) Dreier Hostettler
Brown (OH) Duncan Houghton
Brown (SC) Dunn Hoyer
Brown, Corrine Edwards Hulshof
Brown-Waite, Ehlers Hunter

Ginny Emanuel Inslee
Burgess Emerson Isakson
Burns Engel Israel
Burr English Issa
Burton (IN) Eshoo Istook
Buyer Etheridge Jackson (IL)
Calvert Evans Jackson-Lee
Camp Everett (TX)
Cannon Farr Janklow
Cantor Fattah Jefferson
Capito Feeney Jenkins
Capps Ferguson John
Capuano Flake Johnson (CT)
Cardin Fletcher Johnson, E. B.
Cardoza Foley Johnson, Sam
Carson (IN) Forbes Jones (NC)
Carson (OK) Ford Jones (OH)
Carter Fossella Kanjorski
Case Frank (MA) Kaptur
Castle Franks (AZ) Keller
Chabot Frelinghuysen Kelly

Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
King (1A)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Lynch
Majette
Maloney
Manzullo
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCotter
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mcintyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller (M)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy
Murtha
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Musgrave
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nunes
Nussle
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sandlin
Saxton
Schiff
Schrock
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)

Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Sullivan
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner (OH)
Turner (TX)
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton

Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden (OR)
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

ANSWERED “PRESENT”"—8

Baird McDermott Sanders
Berry Olver Slaughter
Filner Owens

NOT VOTING—20
Akin Hyde Schakowsky
Andrews Johnson (IL) Serrano
Dingell McCollum Snyder
Doolittle Miller, George Stark
Gallegly Nadler Stupak
Gephardt Oberstar Weldon (PA)
Gilchrest Obey

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Members are reminded that
there are less than 2 minutes remain-
ing to vote.
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the resolution was agreed to.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, | stayed in St. Louis
to attend my pastor’s visitation on March 11th
and was absent for recorded votes.

Had | been present for those votes, | would
have voted as follows on the following bills
under suspension of the rules: H.R. 441—
“yes”; H. Con. Res. 77—"yes”; H. Res. 19—
“yes.”

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, March 11, 2003.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule Il of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, | have the honor to transmit a sealed
envelope received from the White House on
March 11, 2003 at 4:18 p.m. and said to con-
tain a message from the President whereby
he submits a report in accordance with sec-
tion 1205 of Public Law 107-107.

With best wishes, | am

Sincerely,
JEFF TRANDAHL,
Clerk of the House.

PLAN FOR SECURING NUCLEAR
WEAPONS, MATERIAL, AND EX-
PERTISE OF STATES OF FORMER
SOVIET UNION—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations:

To the Congress of the United States:

As required by section 1205 of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2002 (Public Law 107-107)
and section 1205 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2003 (Public Law 107-314), I am pro-
viding a report prepared by my Admin-
istration which presents a plan for se-
curing nuclear weapons, material, and
expertise of the states of the Former
Soviet Union and reports on implemen-
tation of that plan during Fiscal Year
2002.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HousE, March 11, 2003.
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HOUR OF MEETING ON
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 12, 2003

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 11
a.m. tomorrow, Wednesday, March 12,
2003.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

———

WAR CRIMES TRIBUNAL
INDICTMENTS IN SIERRA LEONE

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, yesterday a
United Nations war crimes tribunal
headed by an American in Sierra Leone
indicted seven people, including rebel
leaders and a powerful figure in that
country’s decade-long civil conflict.

The indictment is for crimes of mur-
der, rape, extermination, acts of terror,
enslavement, and attacks on humani-
tarian workers; and all, if not most of
these crimes, are directly related to
atrocities committed to gain control of
and profit from conflict diamonds.

These indictments are an important
and necessary milestone in the long
road to securing justice and restoring
the human rights of the people in that
part of Africa.

Mr. Speaker, 75,000 people died in Si-
erra Leone. But not until one actually
sees someone, this young girl that Con-
gressman Tony Hall and | visited when
we were in a refugee camp in Sierra
Leone, when you see someone who had
their arms and legs and hands cut off
by rebels to scare and intimidate the
local population to gain control, do
these numbers mean something.

My colleagues might also know, as
reported in the press, that the rebels,
these people that have been indicted,
have been selling conflict diamonds to
al Qaeda that have been funding the al
Qaeda efforts.

So we want to salute the men and
women that are working for us in Si-
erra Leone to bring about these
indictments.

[From the Associated Press Worldstream,

Mar. 10, 2003]
INTERNATIONAL WAR CRIMES TRIBUNAL
INDICTS SIERRA LEONE REBEL LEADER

(By Clarence Roy-Macaulay)

Sierra Leone’s international war crimes
tribunal issued its first indictments Monday
against seven former warlords, including im-
prisoned rebel leader Foday Sankoh whose
followers gained infamy with a campaign of
chopping off hands, legs, ears and lips of in-
nocent civilians.

Also charged was Internal Affairs Minister
Samuel Hinga Norman, who was arrested and
cuffed Monday by police who surrounded him
in his office in the capital.

Hinga Norman, the former deputy defense
minister, orchestrated attacks by a pro-gov-
ernment militia of traditional hunters called
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the Kamajors whose alleged human rights
abuses during the country’s 1991-2000 civil
war included torturing and summarily exe-
cuting opponents and recruiting child fight-
ers.

Three others were also arrested Monday
while two remained at large.

Sankoh, whose Revolutionary United
Front launched a vicious insurgency to con-
trol the country’s government and diamond
fields in 1991, will be among the first to go to
trial, said David Crane, the court’s American
chief prosecutor.

The rebels’ signature atrocity was cutting
off the appendages of civilians in a tactic to
spread fear among opponents.

Sankoh has been in prison since being cap-
tured in early 2000 after his fighters gunned
down more than a dozen protesters outside
his Freetown home.

“Today the people of Sierra Leone took
back control of their lives and their future,”
Crane told reporters. “The dark days of the
rule of the gun are over.”

Crane said crimes alleged within the in-
dictments include murder, rape, enslave-
ment, looting and burning, sexual slavery,
conscripting children and attacking humani-
tarian workers and U.N. peacekeepers.

Crane did not reveal when the cases would
be heard. Court officials have been reluctant
to give many details in advance for fear of
jeopardizing the safety of trial participants.

The court was launched by an agreement
between the United Nations and Sierra
Leone to try serious violations of inter-
national and Sierra Leonean humanitarian
law since Nov. 30, 1996, when Sankoh’s rebels
signed a peace accord with the government
that was supposed to end five years of war.

The peace deal was followed by a military
coup and several more years of fighting until
the end of 2000.

Also indicted Monday was Johnny Paul
Koroma, a former junta leader who is wanted
by Sierra Leone’s government in connection
with a failed January coup attempt—the
first since peace returned to the country.

Koroma, who allied himself with Sankoh’s
rebel in overthrowing Sierra Leone’s civilian
government in 1997, is currently at large.

Since elections were held last year, in
which Sankoh’s rebels stood for parliament
without winning a single seat, a shaky peace
has emerged, protected by nearly 17,000
United Nations troops—the world body’s
largest deployment anywhere.

Sierre Leone’s war crimes tribunal differs
from those of Rwanda and Yugoslavia as it
will be held in the country and have a mix of
local and international prosecutors and
judges.

The court is expected to operate for three
years on a budget of just under US $60 mil-
lion paid for by contributions from about 20
countries, including the United States and
Britain.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.
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(Mr. DELAY addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hearafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
addressed the House. His remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

———

THE TRUTH ABOUT SADDAM
HUSSEIN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, there has been a lot of misinforma-
tion going around about our good
friend, Saddam Hussein, and | think
that the American people as well as my
colleagues need to know really what is
going on, because a lot of people have
not been paying attention to this.

For the past decade, Saddam Hussein
has violated 16 separate U.N. resolu-
tions. He has failed to account for
26,500 artillery rockets used for deliv-
ering nerve gas; he has failed to ac-
count for 5,000 artillery shells filled
with mustard gas; he has failed to ac-
count for more than 3,000 tons of
chemicals that could be used as weap-
ons; and he has failed time and time
again to honor his agreement on the
no-fly zone.

Mr. Speaker, he has enough biologi-
cal agents to produce 26,000 liters of an-
thrax, 26,000 liters, 1,200 liters of botu-
linum toxin, and a whole bunch of oth-
ers. He has tried to procure uranium
for nuclear weaponry, and he has failed
to account for nearly 30,000 empty mu-
nitions that could be filled with chem-
ical agents.
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Yet, there are so many people, after
all of these violations, who keep say-
ing, we ought to wait, we ought to
wait, we ought to wait. He is connected
to the terrorist network. If we are not
very careful, if we do not deal with him
very quickly, he is going to produce
these biological and chemical weapons,
he is going to give them to one of his
minions in al Qaeda or some other ter-
rorist organization, they are going to
come into the United States, and they
are going to Kkill tens or hundreds of
thousands of Americans. That is why
we need to deal with him very, very ex-
peditiously.

One of the things that concerns me
so much is that we do not profit from
history. Back in the late 1930s and
early 1940s, Hitler, the Chancellor of
Germany, said time and again that he
wanted peace and he did not want to
violate any neutrality treaties, and yet
he violated the Treaty of Versailles. He
went into the Sudetenland and got an
agreement from the European allies

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

and said that that was all he wanted.
And then he went into Poland after
violating a nonagression pact. And
then he went into Denmark, and then
he went into Norway, and then he went
into Sweden, and then he went into
Belgium, and then he went into Paris
and France. And because the world did
not pay attention to what was going on
and they did not listen to Winston
Churchill, who was the only voice who
made any sense, 50 million people died.
I want everybody to listen to that: 50
million people died because they did
not pay any attention to what Hitler
was saying and what he was doing.

Now, Saddam Hussein has at his dis-
posal weapons of mass destruction, and
he has hidden them for the past 10 to 12
years; and he has not accounted for
them. For us and the Free World to
keep our heads in the sand while this is
going on is absolutely incredulous.

The President of the United States is
doing the right thing. The only thing I
would say to the President is if the
United Nations does not start forcing
him to adhere, Saddam to adhere to
those U.N. resolutions, then why talk
to them anymore? Mr. President, do
what is necessary. Take our troops and
invade Irag from the north and the
south, if possible, get rid of Saddam
Hussein and his weapons of mass de-
struction, and send a signal to the
world and the terrorists worldwide that
we are not going to tolerate them. Do
not mess with the U.N. anymore, Mr.
President, because they simply are not
with it.

——

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLAKE). The gentleman is reminded to
address his remarks to the Chair.

———

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE
ANOKA TORNADOES

(Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, | rise today to congratulate
the Anoka Tornadoes on their victory
on Saturday, March 8, in the Min-
nesota State High School Class AA
Hockey Tournament.

The Minnesota State High School
Hockey Tournament is one of Amer-
ica’s preeminent high school sporting
events, along with Indiana basketball
and Texas football. The tournament
was profiled in ““‘Sports Illustrated”
some years back. The Tornadoes fin-
ished 25-4-1, with a 3-to-1 victory over
Roseville in the finals. This is their
first State boys’ hockey championship
and one that will be especially memo-
rable to the 13 seniors who ended their
last game together with a victory.

Coached by Todd Manthey and Paul
Talbot, both Anoka graduates, the Tor-
nadoes out-shot Roseville 22-to-17 in a
game that featured two head coaches
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with sons who were senior captains of
their respective teams.

Anoka placed four players on the all-
tournament team: defenseman and
coach’s son Tim Manthey, goalie Kyle
Olstad, and forwards Ben Hendrick and
Sean Fish.

Mr. Speaker, | congratulate these
fine students on their championship.

————
TRIBUTE TO BOYD STEWART

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, on
March 16, 2003, my boyfriend, Boyd
Stewart, of Olema, California, in Marin
County will celebrate his 100th birth-
day. Born on a dairy ranch in the rural
town of Nicasio on March 16, 1903, Mr.
Stewart has been active in ranching
and community issues his entire life.

After graduating from the Nicasio EIl-
ementary School with a student body
of 17, Boyd attended Tamalpais High
School where he rode a horse to San
Geronimo and then boarded the steam
train to Mill Valley, where there were
cows grazing in the town center. Later,
he attended Stanford University, earn-
ing money as a relief milker at the
Palo Alto dairies and doing far better
than his peers who were mowing lawns
for cash. He left Stanford to run the
family dairy when his father was killed
by a horse.

In 1923, Boyd married Joseffa Conrad,
a music teacher whom he met on the
steps of Tamalpais High School when
returning to see a favorite teacher.
Joseffa died in 1980 at the age of 78.
Today, daughter Jo Ann Stewart,
granddaughter Amanda Wisby, and
great grandson Stewart Campbell re-
side at the family ranch where, by the
way, the two women run the business.

Over the years, Boyd has been an ad-
vocate for progressive ranching prac-
tices which many of his peers greeted
with skepticism. Early on, he realized
that overgrazing could destroy the land
they relied on and that sound environ-
mental practices would enhance their
work. Boyd worked closely with farm
advisors from UC Cooperative Exten-
sion and continues to be a strong sup-
porter of measures to preserve the
beautiful open spaces of Marin County
so that we can preserve agriculture and
the community’s quality of life.

In 1932, Boyd moved to the present
Stewart ranch where he lives in a farm-
house that was built in 1864. In 1935, he
began producing grade A milk which
meets the purest standards for drink-
ing. His daughter, Jo Ann, took over
operations in 1950; and in 1972, the
ranch switched from dairy cattle to
beef.

Horses have also been a part of the
Stewart ranch’s operations. In 1976,
Boyd won the Morgan Man of the Year
Award for establishing a now defunct
Morgan horse breeding farm at Point
Reyes National Seashore.

As an early supporter of Point Reyes
National Seashore, Boyd was an advo-
cate for fair practices for ranchers
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whose property was purchased by the
government and then leased back for
continued agricultural use. A small
section of his property was purchased
for the seashore in 1968, and the re-
mainder became part of the Golden
Gate National Recreation Area in 1974.
He continues to be an active supporter
of agriculture within the national sea-
shore.

Understanding the value of con-
necting to nonfarmed communities,
Boyd has been involved in Greater
Marin County and beyond. As a promi-
nent local citizen, he has occasionally
had the opportunity to host visiting
dignitaries to give them a taste of the
West. Recently, for example, a soccer
team from the People’s Republic of
China enjoyed a barbeque at the Stew-
art ranch at the invitation of China ex-
pert and former rancher Orville Schell.
These young people got to know what
it was like in beautiful Point Reyes.
Team members still treasure their
photos. They were decked in cowboy
hats, and they were riding the Stewart
horses.

Boyd has been an active member of
numerous organizations such as the
West Marin Chamber of Commerce,
where he focuses on all aspects of civic
life in West Marin. He was a board
member of the Marin Humane Society,
which named him Humanitarian of the
Year in 1993. He left the group, by the
way, when they stopped serving meat.
He was also involved in the Marin Con-
servation League, American Jersey
Breeders Association, American Mor-
gan Horse Association, California Co-
op Creamery of Petaluma, Borden’s
Company, and others including the
Tamalpais Trail Riders where his
granddaughter Amanda became the
youngest member at the age of 10 days.
The ranch’s most recent award, Cali-
fornia Excellence in Range Manage-
ment, from the California Cattleman’s
Association, demonstrates the family’s
continued focus on land stewardship.

Mr. Speaker, Boyd Stewart’s heart-
felt commitment to the land, its nat-
ural resources, its agriculture, and the
people who enjoy it has inspired sev-
eral generations.

———————

IN SUPPORT OF OUR ARMED
FORCES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, when Members rise in this House for
Special Orders, each of them speaks to
a particular audience. Some are talk-
ing to fellow legislators, some are talk-
ing to the folks back home, some are
talking to interest groups, and some,
quite frankly, are just talking to them-
selves.

Tonight, Mr. Speaker, | would like to
do something very different, because
tonight | rise to speak to our men and
women in uniform, some of whom are a
long way from home right now.
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To these brave folks | say this: |
know you hear some of the protests in
Europe and even on our own streets
and campuses. | know you hear the
sometimes bitter anti-American and
antimilitary rhetoric of these protests,
and | know you see the faces of some of
the celebrities who not only oppose our
Nation’s policies but, all too often,
question the morality of your actions
as soldiers and sailors and airmen and
Marines. Please know this: the over-
whelming majority of your country-
men support you 100 percent.

The voices of the protesters and their
cheerleading celebrities represent only
a vocal minority, one that gets public
attention way out of proportion to the
numbers they represent.

Mr. Speaker, Richard Nixon spoke
many years ago of a silent majority.
Well, on this issue, standing with all of
you, the majority will be silent no
longer.

There is no better evidence than the
fact that a movement that | am proud
to say has arisen and taken root in
Wisconsin is taking off. This move-
ment, launched by a couple of talk
show hosts and friends of mine, Charlie
Sykes and Jeff Wagner of WTMJ Radio
in Milwaukee, is an effort to support
you, the brave men and women of our
armed services, during these chal-
lenging and difficult times.

It started with just Charlie and Jeff
in their open letter in response to the
notorious Not in Our Name antiwar
campaign. But what started with these
two men and a fairly simple statement
of principles has grown and grown and
grown. It is now a thriving movement
in my area known today as In Our
Name.

The In Our Name effort is dedicated
to supporting our troops and our Na-
tion. In Our Name is attracting enor-
mous backing from the people of Wis-
consin and, more and more, the people
of America. This past weekend, down-
town Milwaukee was the site of a great
rally in support of our troops and of
the In Our Name campaign. It at-
tracted hundreds and hundreds of folks
from all walks of life, folks who gath-
ered despite falling snow and freezing
temperatures. And as of this evening,
about 42,000 people have signed on to
the In Our Name letter, including my-
self and my wife.

It is a statement that | want to read
here tonight. It is a statement that |
feel belongs in the recorded history of
this extraordinary time in our Nation,
and it is a statement that you on the
front lines need to hear.

““Let there be no doubt in your minds
as you embark on this mission that
you carry the hopes, the prayers, and
the gratitude of your country with you.
Every generation learns anew that
freedom carries a steep price. You are
paying that price with your courage
and your commitment, no less than
those who fought to liberate Europe, to
defend freedom in Korea and Vietnam,
and to combat aggression in Kuwait a
decade ago.
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“As our fathers and grandfathers
fought against and defeated Nazism,
fascism, and communism, our genera-
tion must confront terrorism. You
have answered that call.

“We know that you neither wanted
this war nor fired the first shot. The
war against America began on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, with the murder of
3,000 Americans. You fight in their
name. You fight in the name of our
children and our children’s children
who will not have to face a world domi-
nated by terror, and you fight in the
name of each and every one of us who
signed this petition below.

“We know that all war is brutal and
ugly and dangerous, but we also know
that the price of inaction is even
worse. We have learned the lessons of
history, that the fruit of appeasement
is war on an even more brutal scale.

“You fight so that the world will not
have to face the nightmare of a tyrant
like Saddam Hussein armed with chem-
ical, biological, and nuclear weapons
which he can use to threaten, intimi-
date, and murder. You fight today so
that others will not have to fight even
more savage battles in the future.
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“We know that you have seen the
anti-war protests around the world and
in your own country. But know this:
Your country is behind you. You are
our sons, our daughters, our brothers
and sisters, our wives and husbands.
You are the best this country has to
offer. In the difficult hours ahead, as
President Bush said, the success of our
cause will depend on you. Your train-
ing has prepared you. Your honor will
guide you. You believe in America and
America believes in you. You fight in
our name. May God bless you, our
troops, and may God bless America.”

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLAKE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. CUMMINGS) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mr. CUMMINGS addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. WELDON of Florida addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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(Mrs. BIGGERT addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

AMERICA IS LOSING ITS ALLIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
dismay at the self-inflicted isolation of
our country and wonder if it is too late
to recover from the most catastrophic
failure in diplomacy in American his-
tory. We are left with no alternative to
war, gradually each day even, though
we have not been attacked and even
though there is no claim of imminent
attack.

War is the most serious effect of this
failure but it is not all we have lost.
Enough of the finger pointing and ally
bashing. Us against the world is a com-
pletely unnecessary result when we
have been dealing with a totalitarian
tyrant like Saddam. We have been
seized by the hubris of our own power,
losing everything that matters to us in
foreign affairs, especially at a time of
global terrorism when we need each
and every ally we can get. We are los-
ing each and every one of our major al-
lies. You can cite the small countries
all you want to, but when you lose the
permanent members of the Security
Council, you cannot blink that, no
matter who you are.

We have endangered our closest al-
lies, beginning with England. Poor
Tony Blair. He is permanently politi-
cally damaged now. He will be weak-
ened in all he does. Pervez Musharraf,
the most critical in our anti-terrorism
allies, faces wholesale opposition at
home. What in the world are we going
to do if he falls?

We have thrown to the wind the spon-
taneous coalition that gathered around
us after 9/11, and yet it seems that we

believe it is all the administration’s
fault.
Actually, the President’s approach

sowed the seeds of its own destruction
because he began by announcing an in-
vasion strategy. Had he started with
meetings and consultation with our al-
lies, of putting proposals on the table,
beginning with inspections, graduating
with tougher and tougher action, he
would have his coalition by now. In
fact, he had to be convinced to consult
at all. 1 remember his making fun of
the notion of going to the United Na-
tions until members of his own party,
former officials of former administra-
tions, advised that it was important to
seek a coalition.

Mr. Speaker, the lesson of this whole-
sale failure of the greatest power left,
with everybody running from it
amounts to you cannot be a world lead-
er if you cannot convince others to fol-
low. And the second lesson is that if
you have the power, you do not have to
flaunt it. Used skillfully, you can bring
people to you simply because you are
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the greatest power in the world. God
bless our country. May we still be
saved from this catastrophe.

———

PUBLICATION OF THE RULES OF
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON
HOMELAND SECURITY 108TH CON-
GRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Cox) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to Clause
2 of House Rule Xl, | submit for publication in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the following
rules of procedure for the Select Committee
on Homeland Security in the 108th Congress.
RULES OF PROCEDURE ADOPTED MARCH 4, 2003

1. CONVENING OF MEETINGS

The regular meeting date and time for the
transaction of business of the Select Com-
mittee on Homeland Security (‘“the Com-
mittee””) shall be at 9 o’clock a.m. on the
first Friday of each month, unless otherwise
directed by the Chairman.

The date, time, place and subject matter of
any hearing of the Committee shall, except
as provided elsewhere in these rules, be an-
nounced at least one week in advance of the
commencement of such hearing. The notice
requirement may be abridged or waived in
extraordinary circumstances, as determined
by the Chairman with the concurrence of the
Ranking Minority Member.

The date, time, place and subject matter of
any meeting, other than a hearing or a regu-
larly scheduled meeting, shall be announced
at least 36 hours in advance for a meeting
taking place on a day the House is in session,
and 72 hours in advance of a meeting taking
place on a day the House is not in session,
except in the case of a special meeting called
under Clause 2(c)(2) of House Rule XI.

2. PREPARATIONS FOR COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Under direction of the Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member, designated ma-
jority and minority committee staff, respec-
tively, shall brief Members of the Committee
at a time sufficiently prior to any Com-
mittee meeting to assist the Committee
Members in preparation for such meeting
and to recommend any matter which the
Committee Members might wish considered
during any meeting. Such briefing shall, at
the request of a Member, include a list of all
pertinent papers and other materials that
have been obtained by the Committee that
bear on matters to be considered at the
meeting.

3. MEETING PROCEDURES

Meetings of the Committee shall be open
to the public except that a meeting or any
portion thereof may be closed to the public if
the Committee determines by record vote in
open session and with a majority present
that the matters to be discussed or the testi-
mony to be taken on such matters would en-
danger national security, would compromise
sensitive law enforcement information,
would tend to defame, degrade or incrimi-
nate any person, or otherwise would violate
any rule of the House. The determination
whether any such discussion or testimony, or
papers and other materials in connection
therewith, shall be presented in open or exec-
utive session shall be made by the Chairman
in conformity with the rules of the House
and these rules. Opening statements at any
hearing, mark-up, or other meeting of the
Committee or any sub-committee may be
given by any Member who is present within
five minutes after the hearing, mark-up, or
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other meeting is called to order, in his or her
discretion, in each case not to exceed three
minutes. With the consent of the Committee,
prior to the recognition of the first witness
for testimony, any Member, when recognized
for opening statement, may completely defer
his or her three-minute opening statement
and instead use those three minutes during
the initial round of witness questioning.

One-third of the Members of the Com-
mittee shall constitute a quorum for the
transaction of business, except in the fol-
lowing circumstances, in which a quorum
shall be a majority of the Committee: order-
ing a report; entering executive session; re-
leasing executive session material; issuing a
subpoena; immunizing a witness; and report-
ing contempt. Two Members shall constitute
a quorum for the purpose of holding hearings
to take testimony and receive evidence.

In full Committee or subcommittee, the
Chairman may postpone further proceedings
when a record vote is ordered on the ques-
tion of approving any measure or matter or
adopting an amendment. The Chairman may
resume proceedings on a postponed vote at
any time, provided that all reasonable steps
have been taken to notify Members of the re-
sumption of such proceedings. When pro-
ceedings resume on a postponed question,
notwithstanding any intervening order for
the previous question, an underlying propo-
sition shall remain subject to further debate
or amendment to the same extent as when
the question was postponed.

Whenever the Committee by roll call vote
reports any measure or matter, the report of
the Committee upon such measure or matter
shall include a tabulation of the votes cast
in favor of, and the votes cast in opposition
to, such measure or matter, or any amend-
ment thereto. If at the time of the approval
of a measure or a matter by the Committee
a Member of the Committee gives notice of
intention to file supplemental, minority, or
additional views for inclusion in the report
to the House thereon, that Member shall be
entitled to not less than three additional cal-
endar days after the day of such notice (ex-
cluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holi-
days except when the House is in session on
such a day) to file such views, in writing and
signed by the Member, with the Clerk of the
Committee.

4. PROCEDURES RELATED TO THE TAKING OF

TESTIMONY

Notice. Reasonable notice shall be given to
all witnesses appearing before the Com-
mittee.

Oath or Affirmation. Testimony of wit-
nesses shall be given under oath or affirma-
tion which may be administered by the
Chairman or his designee, except that the
Chairman of the Committee may not require
an oath or an affirmation where the Chair-
man determines that it would not be appro-
priate under the circumstances.

Questioning of Witnesses. Committee ques-
tioning of witnesses shall be conducted by
Members of the Committee and such com-
mittee staff as are authorized by the Chair-
man or presiding Member. In the course of
any hearing, each Member shall be allowed
five minutes for the questioning of a witness
until such time as each Member who so de-
sires has had an opportunity to question the
witness. The Chairman, or the Committee by
motion, may permit an equal number of ma-
jority and minority Members to question a
witness for a specified, total period that is
equal for each side and not longer than thir-
ty minutes for each side. The Chairman, or
the Committee by motion, may permit Com-
mittee staff of the majority and minority to
question a witness for a specified, total pe-
riod that is equal for each side and not
longer than thirty minutes for each side.
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Counsel for the Witness. Any witness may
be accompanied by counsel. A witness who is
unable to obtain counsel may notify the
Committee of such fact. If the witness in-
forms the Committee of this fact at least 24
hours prior to the witness’ appearance before
the Committee, the Committee shall then
endeavor to obtain voluntary counsel for the
witness. Failure to obtain counsel will not
excuse the witness from appearing and testi-
fying.

Statements by Witnesses. A witness may
make a statement, which shall be brief and
relevant, at the beginning of the witness’
testimony. Such statements shall not exceed
a reasonable period of time as determined by
the Chairman, or other presiding Member.
Any witness desiring to submit a prepared or
written statement for the record of the pro-
ceedings shall file a copy with the Clerk of
the Committee, and insofar as practicable
and consistent with the notice given, shall
do so no less than 72 hours in advance of the
witness’ appearance before the Committee.

Objections and Ruling. Any objection
raised by a witness or counsel shall be ruled
upon by the Chairman or other presiding
Member, and such ruling shall be the ruling
of the Committee unless a majority of the
Committee present fails to sustain the ruling
of the chair.

Transcripts. A transcript shall be made of
the testimony of each witness appearing be-
fore the Committee during a Committee
hearing.

Inspection and Correction. All witnesses
testifying before the Committee shall be
given a reasonable opportunity to inspect
the transcript of their testimony to deter-
mine whether such testimony was correctly
transcribed. The witness may be accom-
panied by counsel. Such counsel shall have
the appropriate clearance necessary to re-
view any classified aspect of the transcript.
Any corrections the witness desires to make
in the transcript shall be submitted in writ-
ing to the committee within five days from
the date when the transcript was made avail-
able to the witness. Corrections shall be lim-
ited to grammar and minor editing, and may
not be made to change the substance of the
testimony. Any questions arising with re-
spect to such corrections shall be decided by
the Chairman. Upon request, those parts of
testimony given by a witness in executive
session which are subsequently quoted or
made part of the public record shall be made
available to that witness at the witness’ ex-
pense.

Minority Witnesses. Whenever a hearing is
conducted by the Committee or any sub-
committee upon any measure or matter, the
minority party Members on the Committee
or subcommittee shall be entitled, upon re-
quest to the Chairman by a majority of those
minority Members before the completion of
such hearing, to call witnesses selected by
the minority to testify with respect to that
measure or matter during at least one day of
hearing thereon.

Contempt Procedures. No recommendation
that a person be cited for contempt of Con-
gress shall be forwarded to the House unless
and until the Committee has, upon notice to
all its Members, met and considered the al-
leged contempt. The person to be cited for
contempt shall be afforded, upon notice of at
least 72 hours, an opportunity to state shy he
or she should not be held in contempt, prior
to a vote of all the committee, a quorum
being present, on the question whether to
forward such recommendation to the House.
Such statement shall be, in the discretion of
the Chairman, either in writing or in person
before the Committee.

Closing Hearings. Hearings of the Com-
mittee shall be open to the public unless
closed in accordance with Clause 2(g) or 2(k)
of House Rule XI.
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5. SUBPOENAS, SUBPOENAS DUCES TECUM, AND
AFFIDAVITS

Unless otherwise determined by the Com-
mittee, the Chairman, upon consultation
with the Ranking Minority Member, shall
authorize and issue subpoenas. In addition,
the Committee may itself vote to authorize
and issue subpoenas. Subpoenas shall be
issued under the seal of the House and at-
tested by the Clerk of the House, and may be
served by any person designated by the
Chairman. Subpoenas shall be issued under
the Chairman’s signature or that of a Mem-
ber designated by the Committee.

Provisions may be included in a subpoena,
by concurrence of the Chairman and Rank-
ing Minority Member, or by the Committee,
to prevent the disclosure of Committee de-
mands for information when deemed nec-
essary for the security of information or the
progress of an investigation, including but
not limited to prohibiting the revelation by
witnesses and their counsel of Committee in-
quiries.

A subpoena duces tecum may be issued
whose return shall occur at a time and place
other than that of a regularly scheduled
meeting.

Requests for investigations, reports, and
other assistance from any agency of the ex-
ecutive, legislative, and judicial branched of
the federal government, shall be made by the
Chairman, upon consultation with the Rank-
ing Minority Member, or by the Committee.

The Chairman or the Committee may re-
quire any person who is unavailable to tes-
tify as a witness at any hearing to submit an
affidavit comprising such person’s sworn tes-
timony for use at such hearing.

6. STAFF

Members of the committee staff shall work
collegially, with discretion, and always with
the best interests of the national security
foremost in mind. Committee business shall
whenever possible, take precedence over
other official and personal business. For the
purpose of these rules, Committee staff
means the employees of the Committee, con-
sultants to the Committee, and any other
person engaged by contract, or otherwise, to
perform services for, or at the request of, the
Committee, including detailees to the extent
necessary to fulfill their designated roles.
All such persons shall be subject to the same
security clearance and confidentiality re-
quirements as employees of the Committee
under this rule.

Committee staff shall be either majority,
minority, or joint. Majority staff shall be
designated by and assigned to the Chairman.
Minority staff shall be designated by and as-
signed to the Ranking Minority Member.
Joint Committee staff shall be designated by
the Chairman, in consultation with the
Ranking Minority Member, and assigned to
service of the full Committee. The Chairman
shall certify Committee staff appointments,
including appointments by the Ranking mi-
nority Member and joint staff appointments,
to the Clerk of the House in writing, and
such certification shall be submitted to the
Committee for approval by majority vote.

The joint Committee staff works for the
Committee as a whole, under the supervision
and direction of the Chairman and Ranking
Minority Member of the Committee. Except
as otherwise provided by the Committee, the
duties of joint Committee staff shall be per-
formed and Committee staff personnel af-
fairs and day-to-day operations, including se-
curity and control of classified documents
and material, shall be administered under
the direction supervision and control of the
Staff Director. Majority and minority staff
appointed by the Chairman and Ranking Mi-
nority Member, respectively, shall be subject
to the same operational control and super-
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vision concerning security and classified
documents and material as are joint Com-
mittee staff.

Members of the Committee staff shall not
discuss or divulge (a) either the classified
substance or procedure of the work of the
Committee, (b) any classified information
which comes into such person’s possession
while a member of the Committee staff, or
(c) any classified information which comes
into such person’s possession by virtue of his
or her position as a member of the Com-
mittee staff, with any person except a Mem-
ber of the Committee, for any purpose, or in
connection with any proceeding, judicial or
otherwise, either during or after the person’s
tenure as a Member of the Committee staff,
except on a need-to-know basis, as deter-
mined by the Committee, and in such man-
ner as may be determined by the House or by
the Committee.

No member of the Committee staff shall be
employed by the Committee unless and until
such person agrees in writing, as a condition
of employment, to notify the Committee, or,
after the Committee’s termination, the
House, of any request for testimony, either
while a member of the Committee staff or at
any time thereafter, with respect to classi-
fied information which came into the staff
member’s possession by virtue of his or her
position as a member of the Committee staff.
Such classified information shall not be dis-
closed in response to such requests except as
authorized by the Committee, or, after the
termination of the Committee, in such man-
ner as may be determined by the House.

No member of the Committee staff shall
divulge to any person any information, in-
cluding non-classified information, which
comes into his or her possession by virtue of
his or her status as a member of the Com-
mittee staff, if such information may alert
the subject of a Committee investigation to
the existence, nature, or substance of such
investigation, unless directed to do so by the
Committee.

The Committee shall immediately consider
disciplinary action in the event any member
of the Committee staff fails to conform to
any of these rules. Such disciplinary action
may include, but shall not be limited to, im-
mediate dismissal from the Committee staff,
criminal referral to the Justice Department,
and notification of the Speaker of the House.

7. PROCEDURES RELATED TO CLASSIFIED OR
SENSITIVE MATERIAL AND OTHER INFORMATION

(a) Committee staff offices, including ma-
jority and minority offices, shall operate
under strict security precautions adminis-
tered by the Director of Security of the Com-
mittee. At least one security officer shall be
on duty at all times by the entrance to con-
trol entry. Before entering the office, all per-
sons shall identify themselves.

(b) Sensitive or classified documents shall
be segregated in a secure storage area under
the supervision of the Security Director.
They may be examined only in an appro-
priately secure manner. Copying, dupli-
cating, or removal from the secure area of
the Committee’s offices of such documents
and other materials is prohibited except with
leave of the Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member for use in furtherance of Committee
business. No classified documents shall be
maintained or stored in the majority or mi-
nority offices. Classified information in any
form that is not obtained in Committee
hearings and is not the property of the Com-
mittee or the House shall, while in the cus-
tody of the Committee, be segregated and
maintained by the Committee in the same
manner as Committee records which are
classified.

(c) All Members of the Committee shall at
all times have access to all records of Com-
mittee hearings and all other records, data,
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charts, and files that are the property of the
Committee. In the case of any such mate-
rials that are classified, the Security Direc-
tor shall be responsible for the maintenance,
under appropriate security procedures, of a
registry, which will number and identify all
classified papers and other classified mate-
rials in the possession of the Committee.
Such registry shall also be available to any
Member of the Committee.

(d) Members who are not Members of the
Committee shall have access to all Com-
mittee records as described in paragraph (c),
in the same manner and subject to the same
conditions and restrictions as Members of
the Committee.

(e) Access to classified information sup-
plied to the Committee shall be limited to
Committee staff members with appropriate
security clearance and a need-to-know, as
determined by the Committee, and under the
Committee’s direction, the Staff Director.

No Member of the Committee or of the
Committee staff shall disclose, in whole or in
part or by way of summary, to any person
not a Member of the Committee or the Com-
mittee staff for any purpose or in connection
with any proceeding, judicial or otherwise,
any testimony given before the Committee
in executive session, or the contents of any
classified papers or other classified materials
or other classified information received by
the Committee except as authorized by the
Committee in a manner consistent with the
provisions of these rules, or, after the termi-
nation of the Committee, in such manner as
may be determined by the House.

Before the Committee makes any decision
regarding any request for access to any testi-
mony, papers or other materials in its pos-
session or a proposal to bring any matter to
the attention of the House or a committee or
committees of the House, Committee Mem-
bers shall have a reasonable opportunity to
examine all pertinent testimony, papers, and
other materials that have been obtained by
the Committee.

(f) Before a Member, officer, or employee of
the Committee may have access to classified
information, the following oath (or affirma-
tion) shall be executed:

“l do solemnly swear (or affirm) that | will
not disclose any classified information re-
ceived in the course of my service on the Se-
lect Committee on Homeland Security, ex-
cept as authorized by the Committee or the
House of Representatives or in accordance
with the Rules of such Committee or the
Rules of the House.”

Copies of the executed oath (or affirma-
tion) shall be retained by the Clerk as part of
the records of the Committee. The Clerk
shall make signatures a matter of public
record, causing the names of each Member
who has signed the oath to be available each
day for public inspection in an appropriate
office of the Committee offices.

8. SUBCOMMITTEES

(a) There shall be five standing sub-
committees of the Committee, with jurisdic-
tion as follows:

(1) Subcommittee on Infrastructure and
Border Security: border security including
prevention of importation of illicit weapons,
pathogens, narcotics, and other contraband;
illegal entry by foreign nationals; land bor-
ders, ports, and airspace; integration of fed-
eral, state, and local immigration law en-
forcement; protection of highways, bridges,
waterways, airports and air transportation,
energy supplies, and other critical infra-
structure from attack; preservation of crit-
ical government, business, and financial in-
stitutions; relevant oversight; and other
matters referred to the Subcommittee by the
Chairman.

(2) Subcommittee on Rules: study of the
operation and implementation of the House
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Rules with respect to homeland security; ex-
amination of jurisdictional disputes and
overlap related to the Department of Home-
land Security, and homeland security in gen-
eral; consideration of changes to the House
Rules, pursuant to Section 4(b)(3) of H. Res.
5, necessary to ensure effective oversight of
the Department of Homeland Security, and
homeland security in general; relevant over-
sight; and other matters referred to the Sub-
committee by the Chairman.

(3) Subcommittee on Emergency Prepared-
ness and Response: preparation for and re-
sponse to chemical, biological, radiological,
and other attacks on civilian populations;
protection of physical infrastructure and in-
dustrial assets against terrorist attack;
issues related to liability arising from ter-
rorist attack; public health issues related to
such attacks; disaster preparedness; coordi-
nation of emergency response with and
among state and local governments and the
private sector; homeland security tech-
nology; relevant oversight; and other mat-
ters referred to the Subcommittee by the
Chairman.

(4) Subcommittee on Cybersecurity,
Science, and Research & Development: secu-
rity of computer, telecommunications, infor-
mation technology, industrial control, elec-
tric infrastructure, and data systems, includ-
ing science, research and development re-
lated thereto; protection of government and
private networks and computer systems
from domestic and foreign attack; preven-
tion of injury to civilian populations and
physical infrastructure caused by cyber at-
tack; relevant oversight; and other matters
referred to the Subcommittee by the Chair-
man.

(5) Subcommittee on Intelligence and
Counterterrorism: prevention and interdic-
tion of terrorist attacks on American terri-
tory; liaison and integration of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security with the intel-
ligence community and law enforcement;
collection, analysis, and sharing of intel-
ligence among agencies and levels of govern-
ment as it relates to homeland security;
threat identification, assessment and
prioritization; integration of intelligence
analysis, and sharing of intelligence, with
and among federal, state, and local law en-
forcement; preservation of civil liberties, in-
dividual rights, and privacy; relevant over-
sight; and other matters referred to the Sub-
committee by the Chairman.

(b) Bills, resolutions, and other matters
shall be referred by the Chairman to the ap-
propriate subcommittee within two weeks of
receipt by the Committee for consideration
or investigation in accordance with its fixed
jurisdiction. Where the subject matter of the
referral involves the jurisdiction of more
than one subcommittee or does not fall with-
in any previously assigned jurisdiction, the
Chairman may refer the matter as he deems
advisable. Bills, resolutions, and other mat-
ters referred to subcommittees may be reas-
signed by the Chairman when, in his judg-
ment, the subcommittee is not able to com-
plete its work or cannot reach agreement on
the matter. In a subcommittee having an
even number of Members, if there is a tie
vote with all Members voting on any meas-
ure, the measure shall be placed on the agen-
da for full Committee consideration as if it
had been ordered reported by the sub-
committee without recommendation. This
provision shall not preclude further action
on the measure by the subcommittee.

(c) The full Committee shall have general
jurisdiction over all programs and activities
of the Department of Homeland Security, li-
aison between homeland security agencies
and programs throughout the federal govern-
ment, and the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, state and local homeland security,
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and such other matters within the jurisdic-
tion of each subcommittee as may be re-
ferred directly to the full Committee by the
Chairman.

(d) The Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member of the Committee shall be ex officio
Members of each subcommittee to which
they have not been assigned by resolution of
the Committee.

9. LEGISLATIVE CALENDAR

The Clerk of the Committee shall maintain
a printed calendar for the information of
each Committee Member showing any proce-
dural or legislative measures considered or
scheduled to be considered by the Com-
mittee, and the status of such measures and
such other matters as the Committee deter-
mines shall be included. The calendar shall
be revised from time to time to show perti-
nent changes. A copy of such revisions shall
be furnished to each Member of the Com-
mittee.

10. COMMITTEE TRAVEL

No Member of the Committee or Com-
mittee staff shall travel on Committee busi-
ness unless specifically authorized by the
Chairman or Ranking Minority Member, re-
spectively. Requests for authorization of
such travel shall state the purpose and ex-
tent of the trip, together with itemized ex-
penses anticipated thereon. No preliminary
arrangements for foreign travel shall be un-
dertaken by any Committee Member unless
such travel has been authorized in writing by
the Chairman.

A report on all foreign travel shall be filed
with the Committee Clerk within sixty cal-
endar days of the completion of said travel.
The report shall contain a description of all
issues discussed during the trip and the per-
sons with whom the discussions were con-
ducted. If an individual with the Committee
staff fails to comply with this requirement,
he or she shall be subject to disciplinary pro-
cedures set forth in these rules.

11. BROADCASTING COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Whenever any hearing or meeting con-
ducted by the Committee is open to the pub-
lic, the Committee or Subcommittee, as the
case may be, shall permit that hearing or
meeting to be covered by television broad-
cast, internet broadcast, print media, and
still photography, or by any of such methods
of coverage, subject to the provisions and in
accordance with the spirit of the purposes
enumerated in the Rules of the House.

12. DISPOSITION OF COMMITTEE RECORDS

Upon dissolution of the Committee at the
conclusion of the 108th Congress, the records
of the Committee shall be deemed current
records and, consistent with House Resolu-
tion 5 of the 108th Congress, shall not be de-
livered to the Archives of the United States
but rather shall become the records of such
successor committee as shall be designated
by the Speaker.

13. CHANGES IN RULES

These rules may be modified, amended, or
repealed by the Committee provided that a
notice in writing of the proposed change has
been given to each Member at least 48 hours
prior to the meeting at which action thereon
is to be taken.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BLUMENAUER addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks)
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UNITED STATES IS NOT ACTING
ALONE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. MCINNIS) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, | can-
not resist responding to the previous
speaker’s comments.

I am appalled frankly by some of the
statements that were made from that
podium just a few short minutes ago.
The United States of America is not
acting alone. The United States of
America has not failed in diplomacy. It
is the United States of America by the
use of force through the United States
of America and its allies, including the
British, the Spaniards, the Italians and
many other countries on the European
continent, that have forced Saddam
Hussein to come up with the weapons
that he has come up with so far for de-
struction.

The United Nations has tried unsuc-
cessfully, unsuccessfully year after
year after year after year, through in-
spections, through economic sanctions,
through criticism, through 16 or 18 sep-
arate resolutions, and yet the fine lady
stands up in front of this House and
says that the way we need to start this
is with discussions.

What has been happening the last 12
years? | will tell you what has been
happening the last 12 years. Saddam
Hussein has been very methodically
building up his arsenal, and | intend
later this evening to go over not just a
broad allegation that he has got addi-
tional weapons of mass destruction,
not just an additional, not just a broad
allegation that he has utilized these
weapons of mass destruction because
we know, in fact, he has. He has gassed
his own citizens. He used them in his
attack against Iran. He had prepared to
use them when he occupied Kuwait .

What did he do these last 15 years, 12
years? That is exactly what he has
done. He has very methodically, as |
said, built up an arsenal. And now we
have some people in our own Chambers
that stand up and say, we ought to go
talk more. We ought to start the in-
spection process and eventually kind of
ramp it up a little.

Where have they been? With all due
respect to my colleagues, when does
this end? When are we going to say
enough is enough?

I hope this evening | am able to
present you with some remarks, with
some convincing evidence, persuasive
remarks that will show you just how
evil this guy is.

It is amazing to me as | look out at
the worldwide press, | do not think by
the way the worldwide population, but
as | look at the worldwide press, their
media is slanted towards building up
the good character of Saddam Hussein
and destroying the good character of
George W. Bush and America. What my
colleague failed to mention in her pre-
vious statements here is she blames
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the United States for problems with
our allies. Let me tell you, take a look
on the our allies. We have good, strong,
solid allies out there and we have good
relationships with many of our allies
out there, but the fact is we also are a
leader. We are the strongest Nation in
the world. We are not going around
boasting about it, but sometimes it
falls upon the shoulders of the strong-
est person to pull that wagon up the
hill. You know, if you have horses on a
team and you are trying to get that
wagon up the hill and you have some
weak horses, at some point you have
got to replace them with strong horses.
That is not to say anything bad about
the weak horses. It may be, in fact,
that those horses were not built to pull
a wagon up the hill. That is what we
have happening here.

We have the French who for political
reasons because they do not have much
of a military, who for political reasons
have decided to advance their causes
by being the worst critic of the United
States, by being the worst critic, you
find very few words in the rhetoric on
the fine island of France, and | say is-
land because they are isolating them-
selves within the European continent,
you find from their fine words horrible
criticism of the United States of Amer-
ica.

You never hear the French leaders
talk about what the United States does
for the world. Do you know if you take
a look we have no reason to apologize
for this country. This country feeds
more hungry people than any other
country in the world. This country edu-
cates more people and educates them
to a higher level than any other coun-
try in the world. This country exports,
it overflows with freedom compared
with any other country in the world.
This country produces the greatest in-
ventions known to man in the greatest
quantity of any other country in the
world. This country allows more pri-
vate property rights than any other
country in the world. Our Constitution
allows more rights for our judicial sys-
tem than any other country in the
world.

We have the best medicine. Some of
the best medicine ever known to man-
kind is developed in this country. Open
heart surgery. You take a look at what
you have. Root canals. You take a look
at it. It is the United States of Amer-
ica. And yet we have Members of our
own body up here apologizing and con-
demning our own country for perceived
shortfalls. And what is their source?
What do they use as their source? They
use as their source the spokesman for
the French. They use as their source
the spokesman for the Germans.

Why do they not use as a source the
Americans who have been able to real-
ize the dream that only America offers
and that America on many occasions
has gone to battle throughout the
world to give other countries the op-
portunity so that they too can enjoy
the life we have enjoyed.

If you want to apologize for being a
leader, if you want to apologize for
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being strong militarily, if you want to
apologize for taking tougher action
against Saddam Hussein, then move
aside, then move aside, because the
majority of the people in this Nation
want this Nation to prevail when it
comes to freedom. They want the
United States of America to prevail
when other countries need our assist-
ance. They want this country to pre-
vail, to stop the spread of weapons of
mass destruction.

Would the gentlewoman or some of
my other colleagues here, it would be
interesting to pull out our comments
about what you thought about Saddam
Hussein when he invaded Kuwait. |
would be very interested to see what
your comments were about the French
when they went down to the Ivory
Coast last year, by the way, without
the authorization of the United Na-
tions, without even going to the United
Nations to say they were going to the
Ivory Coast with their military and the
overthrow they did on the Ivory Coast.
Where were my good colleagues when
the French did that?

How can you stand up here on the po-
dium and defend the French? The
French are our allies somewhat. Keep
in mind they are the ones that did not
help us when we asked for overflight
rights on our actions with Libya. Keep
in mind, too, to my good colleague
from the other State, keep in mind who
built that military facility in Irag. It
was the French. Remember the one
that the Israelites took out in a bomb-
ing raid, a very daring bombing raid
about 15 or 20 years ago? That was
built by the French.

I am amazed that Members of this
body will stand up and act as if the
United States of America is the black
sheep, as if the United States of Amer-
ica should be shunned instead of talk-
ing about the great things this country
has done, instead of talking about the
bravery of 250,000 troops over there and
a couple other hundred thousand
throughout the world and all the
troops at home that are supplying
those troops over there, their dedica-
tion and their patriotism, to talk
about a threat that is an imminent
threat.

And do not kid yourselves, Saddam
Hussein and his regime, it is a cancer,
and you can go to the doctor and you
can tell the doctor, Doc, | do not want
to hear this announcement. | do not
want to hear your prognosis that |
have cancer. That is not what | want to
hear, Doc. Let us start from the begin-
ning and see if you can leave out the
cancer part of it when you give your
prognosis to me.

The doctor says to you, look, you can
couch it any way you want. You can
paint it any way you want. You can
blame all your neighbors. You can have
your neighbors blame you, but the fact
is there is cancer out there and you
better deal with it, because if you do
not deal with it all you are doing is not
eliminating the problem, you are pass-
ing the problem on to the next genera-
tion.
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Do not all of us wish, even the gen-
tlewoman who just spoke, do not all of
us wish that we would have resolved
this issue in 1990 or the first Persian
Gulf War when we had the opportunity?
And what stopped us from resolving
the issue, from destroying that regime
or taking out that regime in 1990 when
we had the opportunity? What stopped
us? It was not George Bush, Sr., that
stopped us. It was the United Nations
that said do not go into Baghdad. Stay
out of Baghdad. Leave Saddam Hussein
in power. And now look what we did.
We have passed it to another genera-
tion.

I happen to be in the generation that
it was passed to. And as a Member of
that generation, | do not want to see it
passed to the next generation. | want
us to face up to this problem and our
President has done a darn good job.

Remember, this country retains its
sovereignty, despite what Annan says
over at the United Nations, despite
what he says, the sovereignty of the
United States remains with the United
States.

[0 1945

We have never shifted our sov-
ereignty to the United Nations, and |
want to speak a little more about the
United Nations here in a moment, but
the United States did not need to go to
the United Nations. The French did not
go to the United Nations for their re-
cent action on the Ivory Coast. We
were not required to go to the United
Nations. In fact, many of my constitu-
ents have said why did we even go to
the United Nations? Why did we not
just go out take care of the problem
and move on?

The fact is that our President,
George W. Bush, who has been unfortu-
nately roundly criticized by some of
my colleagues, it was his decision to
take this to the United Nations. It is
George W. Bush, who | happen to think
is doing a remarkable job in his leader-
ship, he is our Commander in Chief. He
is the one who has led the pursuit of
every diplomatic and reasonable, he
has got to be reasonable, but every dip-
lomatic channel.

While my good colleagues were en-
joying the weekend, where was our
Commander in Chief? He was on the
telephone talking to China. He was on
the telephone talking to Japan. He was
on the telephone talking to Russia. He
wants this resolved diplomatically, but
at least he has got enough guts that if
it is not resolved diplomatically, he
will resolve it militarily.

Thank goodness we have got the
team that we have down there at that
White House. Everybody in this Cham-
ber, in my opinion, would take a sec-
ond seat to a Condoleezza Rice. Every-
body in this Chamber, with due respect
to my colleagues, | include myself
there, would take a second seat to Dick
Cheney, our Vice President. Everybody
in this Chamber would take a second
seat to Colin Powell. Everybody in this
Chamber would take a second seat to
Donald Rumsfeld.
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Yet, many in this Chamber think
they know it all. | am not being overly
critical. I am just trying to say after
these remarks that | hear condemning
the United States, maybe not con-
demning the United States, but saying
that we have led the worst diplomatic
disaster in history, oh my gosh, it is
clear there is not an in-depth study of
history in those kind of remarks.

Where is the United Nations? | want
to talk a little bit about the United
Nations. I want to talk a little bit
about the French and Germans, and |
want to answer some of the questions,
and most of all, | want to read an arti-
cle that | think is right on point.

I actually went through it the other
night, but many people asked that | go
through it again, and | look forward to
that, but first of all, let me talk about
the United Nations. Let us face it. Let
us take a look at what the United Na-
tions is all about.

It has 191 member representatives in
it, 191, and not being critical of the
other 190, but if we take a look at that
pool, just by the nature of our culture,
just by the nature of the environments
that we grew up in, just by the nature
of our traditions in our particular
countries, just by the nature of the
governments that are within our coun-
try, we are different people. There are
inherent conflicts.

There are a lot of things that we can
do together, and | am one of those peo-
ple that, while I think the United Na-
tions is a paper tiger when it comes to
military action, | think the United Na-
tions has a proper place in our society.
What is a proper role for the United
Nations to play?

Let us start out, | think the United
Nations can be kind of the centralizing
authority to give us the help and the
distribution we need to assist countries
that have starving populations. For ex-
ample, when we have a problem in
Ethiopia, | bet the United Nations can
help us with that problem. When we
have a problem in Somalia, after they
drag our soldiers through the streets,
we cannot call on the United Nations.
They do not have that capability. We
have overestimated, we have exagger-
ated the role of the United Nations and
its capability to carry anything on of
substance, even in a diplomatic forum,
with the exception of some very spe-
cific duties, and let me give my col-
leagues another example.

The President covered it very well in
his State of the Union Address. We
have a horrible plague of AIDS
throughout the world. We need to con-
quer that disease. The United Nations
is a good institution to lead that bat-
tle. The United Nations is a good insti-
tution to help with resources for advice
on farming, to provide agricultural re-
sources and so on.

But do my colleagues not under-
stand, the United Nations, not because
it is inherently evil or incompetent or
incapable, but the United Nations, just
by the fact of its structure, just by the
way it is built, just by the way it is
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built, is not designed to be able to go
into a country of mass destructions
and face them down. The United Na-
tions does not have the capability be-
cause of its membership to face them
down. We cannot get that membership
all put together.

Take a look at the United Nations.
One of the biggest problems in the
world that we spend a lot of time and
resources on is human rights. This
country leads the world in human
rights, but what does the United Na-
tions do? One of the countries that is
one of the worst abusers of human
rights and makes list after list year
after year is Libya. What do they do at
the United Nations? They name the
Libya representative as the head of the
Human Rights Commission. That Iis
why they are ineffective when it comes
to this type of international geo-
political action. We should understand
that their role needs to be more tar-
geted towards the things of which |
spoke.

Let me say just a couple of words
about the French and the Germans. |
think the French are the shining exam-
ple of hypocrisy. Let me quote from a
recent Wall Street Journal editorial:
But before we move on to war, says the
editorial, let us pause to honor the
grandeur of French hypocrisy on ‘“‘the
unilateral”” use of military force.
France seldom bothered to ask the
United Nations or anyone else when it
concludes its own interests are at
stake. When a failed coup in the Ivory
Coast last fall, and many of my col-
leagues probably do not even realize
this, many of my colleagues probably
could not identify with, and I am not
being derogatory, but could not iden-
tify where the Ivory Coast is, but last
fall the French sent troops down to the
Ivory Coast because they had a failed
coup, and let me go back to the quote:
When a failed coup in the Ivory Coast
last fall blossomed into a rebellion
that threatened civil war, France never
did get around to asking for a Security
Council resolution. President Jacques
Chirac also forgot to ask George W.
Bush for his permission. Rather, he dis-
patched hundreds and eventually thou-
sands of paratroopers and French le-
gionnaires to contain the violence, to
protect French citizens and to prevent
the rebels from overrunning the coun-
try.

%lwould ask my good colleague, who
had just previously spoken, would my
colleague call the French’s action on
the Ivory Coast, would my colleague
give them the same criticism she has
just given the United States of Amer-
ica, that it is the lead example of the
most horribly failed diplomacy or
whatever the quote was? The French
act when it is in their own interest.
How ironic that they criticize the
United States when the United States
and its allies act in our interests, and
| keep saying the United States and its
allies.

With the worldwide media now, it is
almost laughed off the table by my col-
league who spoke before me. She says,
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well, these little countries, these little
countries in Europe that are allied
with the United States, | forget exactly
what she said, but the effect of it was,
does not mean much. Look at the big
players. Let me tell my colleagues,
those little countries in Europe mean a
lot to us, and those little countries in
Europe, they happen to think they are
pretty important to this. After all,
their continent is pretty important.

Let me tell my colleagues, if we want
to go just by geographical size and by
population size, let us take a look in
that order of the allies that | speak of
when | say the United States of Amer-
ica, that the worldwide media has
largely ignored as a coalition of the
willing. Start off with the United
States of America. Put on to it Great
Britain. Put on to that the Spanish,
Spain. Put on to that the Italians.
Then we start talking about Hungary.
We can start talking about Poland. We
can start talking about many other
countries.

In fact, | think the coalition that
will be put together for this action, if
Saddam Hussein does not unilaterally
disarm, | think that coalition will
come very close or, in fact, exceed the
size of the coalition for the first Per-
sian Gulf War. This is not, as my col-
league said, and | did write this down,
the U.S. against the world. What a
misstatement. That is a misstatement.
It is not the United States against the
world. It is the United States for the
world, and a big part of the world is
with the United States of America.

In the United States of America we
can take any example we want in his-
tory, no country in history has ever
gone beyond its borders, as the United
States has, for other countries. We can
take a look at World War |I. We can
take a look at World War Il. We can
take a look at the Persian gulf. We can
take a look anytime there is a disaster
in the world, what kind of relief do we
see? United States of America.

When people are starving and we are
allowed to get aid in there, what do we
see on those bags of flour? United
States of America. We have got an
awful lot to be proud of, and frankly,
we can be proud of our President and
this administration. He is our Com-
mander in Chief, and | can tell my col-
leagues frankly, over the weekend I lis-
tened to people like Sean Penn, a
movie actor. | listened to Neil Young,
big time singer in my generation. | lis-
tened to one of my favorite actresses,
Julia Roberts. These are very talented
actors, and |1 am appalled that all of
the sudden they think they have doc-
torates in foreign policy, and they
think that the President should take
second seat to them.

I looked at one of the papers today,
the New York Times perhaps or maybe
it was the Wall Street Journal, full
page ad from people who call them-
selves writers, “We are against the
war.”” Those people have not spent a
fraction of the time that even my col-
leagues here on the floor have spent on
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what we are dealing with here, and |
hope they are paying attention this
evening. | am sure they are not, but I
sure wish some of them were paying at-
tention this evening to explain away
just exactly what lIraq is going to do
with these weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

We elected our President, and Presi-
dent after President we put confidence
in our administration and our leader-
ship. They know a lot more than we
know. My colleagues know a lot more
than their constituents generally, sim-
ply not because we are brighter but be-
cause we have had classified briefings,
because it is our job to know more. It
is the President’s job to know a little
more about these foreign issues than
some of our good actors that come out
of Hollywood who stand up there on a
stage and condemn this country, a
country that has given them all the
privileges that they enjoy. Tell me
that Sean Penn could go anywhere else
in the world and fulfill the American
dream. We have got to act as a team
here.

In regards to the Germans, | mean
the French are getting a lot of political
hay out of this. Jacques Chirac, his
popularity polls have gone through the
roof. He is able to dance on the stage
without paying the band. He is able to
enjoy the fruits, as he has for a long
time, of the labor that the United
States of America has put out there.

The French really are not a signifi-
cant military power anymore. Where
they have their power is in the Secu-
rity Council. That is why they want to
go through there because they have a
veto, and frankly, | just came from
Paris, | just came from visiting NATO
meetings, and by going out and talking
on the street, a lot of people in Ger-
many and a lot of people in France,
they think terrorism, the big threat is
the United States. They do not see it
as such a big issue, and | understand
that if the French want to stand out of
the battle, as they often do when the
going gets tough, the French do not
want to play. | can understand that.
That is their nature. That is their
character. | can understand that.

The Germans, a little different story,
but | can still understand that, but
there is a big difference between stand-
ing aside, stepping out of the fight, and
standing aside and cheering on the op-
position. That should not happen.

A lot of people want to do everything
they can to get rid of Saddam Hussein
except fight him. Everybody wants to
think they can sweet talk Saddam out
of his regime. It is not going to happen.

I hope that Saddam Hussein takes
the chance, the last chance that is now
being given to him by the United
States of America and its coalition,
and | hope that he disarms, but I kind
of doubt that he will. | think it is pos-
sible he may go into exile, but the fact
is it is the United States of America
that has forced the United Nations to
do something about it, and the United
Nations in November accepted. They
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adopted 1141 that did something about
it, but when it came time to call in the
chips, the United Nations, because in
my opinion of the makeup of the
United Nations, could not stand up and
carry its own weight, and at that point,
once again, the United States and the
allies that can carry the weight need to
step in.

J 2000

Madam Speaker, | want to read a let-
ter, and | spoke to this the other
evening; but let me, first, Madam
Speaker, get a time check.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BLACKBURN). The gentleman from Colo-
rado has approximately 35 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. MCINNIS. | understand | have 35
minutes remaining, and | will yield
back 10 minutes; so in my remaining 25
minutes let me begin by reading a let-
ter, and | am quoting from Alistair
Cooke. And as | mentioned the other
night, | do not like to read from some-
body else’s script. | like to pull in
quotes, and | hope | give credit to the
quotes that are out there, but this is a
very moving article.

We all know that history is a good
study. It does not tell us exactly what
will happen in the future, but any good
history teacher will tell us that the
failure to understand past history will
certainly be a significant handicap to
any kind of understanding of how to
prepare for the future. There is no
crystal ball out there that tells us
about the future, but history gives us
an advantage. This article, | think, re-
flects very accurately some history
that | hope all of us will think about.

Let me read this, and | will quote
throughout the article. | will leave the
article periodically to make a com-

ment, but 1 will tell my colleagues
when | do that.
Mr. Cooke: ‘I promised to lay off

topic A, Iraq, until the Security Coun-
cil makes a judgment on the inspec-
tor’s report, and | shall keep that
promise. But | must tell you that
throughout the past fortnight I've lis-
tened to everybody involved in or look-
ing on to a monstrous din of words,
like a tide crashing and receding on a
beach, making a great noise and saying
the same thing over and over and over.
And this ordeal triggered a nightmare,
a daymare, if you like. Throughout the
ceaseless tide | heard a voice.”

This is Mr. Cooke talking about his
dream. He heard a voice. ‘I heard a
voice, a very English voice of an old
man, Prime Minister Chamberlain,
saying: ‘“‘l believe it is peace for our
time,”” a sentence that prompted a
huge cheer, first from a listening street
crowd and then from the House of Com-
mons and next day from every news-
paper in the land. There was a move to
urge that Mr. Chamberlain should re-
ceive the Nobel Peace Prize.

“In Parliament there was one unfa-
miliar old grumbler to growl out: ‘I be-
lieve we have suffered a total and un-
mitigated defeat.” He was, in view of
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the general sentiment, very properly
booed down. This scene concluded in
the autumn of 1938 the British Prime
Minister’s effectual signing away of
most of Czechoslovakia to Hitler.”

So leaving the text for a minute, in
1938, Chamberlain signed over Czecho-
slovakia to Hitler, much like Saddam
Hussein. Give him what he wants. Ap-
pease him. Back down to what is good
for the world. Back down in your own
interest. But you need to cover that. A
politician cannot back away without
giving it some kind of cover, and Prime
Minister Chamberlain said, ‘‘l believe
it is peace for our time.”’

Now, going back to the script again,
let me start: ‘“This scene concluded in
the autumn of 1938 the British Prime
Minister’s effectual signing away of
most of Czechoslovakia to Hitler. The
rest of it, within months, Hitler walked
in and conquered. ‘“Oh dear,” said Mr.
Chamberlain, thunderstruck, ‘“‘He has
betrayed my trust.”

“During the last fortnight a simple
but startling thought occurred to me.
Every single official, diplomat, presi-
dent, prime minister involved in the
Iraq debate was in 1938 a toddler, most
of them unborn. So the dreadful scene
I’ve just drawn will not have been re-
membered by many listeners.

“Hitler had started betraying our
trust not 12 years but only 2 years be-
fore, when he broke the First World
War peace treaty by occupying the de-
militarized zone of the Rhineland. Only
half his troops carried one reload of
ammunition because Hitler knew that
French morale was too low to confront
any war just then, and 10 million of the
11 million British soldiers had signed a
so-called peace ballot. It stated no con-
ditions, it elaborated no terms, it sim-
ply counted the numbers of Britons
who were ‘for peace.’

“The slogan of this movement was
‘against war and fascism,’” chanted at
the time by every Labour man and Lib-
eral and many moderate Conservatives,
a slogan that now sounds as imbecilic
as ‘against hospitals and disease.” In
blunter words, a majority of Britons
would do anything.”’

And let me leave the script here. This
is probably the most important para-
graph of what I am reading, or one of
the most important:

“In blunter words, a majority of Brit-
ons would do anything, absolutely any-
thing, to get rid of Hitler except fight
him. At that time the word preemptive
had not been invented, though today
it’s a catchword. After all, the Rhine-
land was what it said it was, part of
Germany. So to march in and throw
Hitler out would have been preemptive,
wouldn’t it?

“Nobody did anything and Hitler
looked forward with confidence to gob-
bling up the rest of Western Europe
country by country, ‘course by course,’
as the growler Churchill put it.

“l bring up Munich and the mid ‘30s
because | was fully grown, on the verge
of 30, and knew we were indeed living
in the age of anxiety. And so many of
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the arguments mounted against each
other today, in the last fortnight, are
exactly what we heard in the House of
Commons debates and read in the
French press.

“The French especially urged, after
every Hitler invasion, ‘negotiation, ne-
gotiation.””’

Let me leave the text. Let me repeat
this paragraph. The French especially
urged, after every Hitler invasion,
every time Hitler invaded a country,
the French would stand up and say ne-
gotiate, negotiate.

“They negotiated so successfully as
to have their entire country defeated
and occupied. But as one famous
French Leftist said, ‘We did anyway
manage to make them declare Paris an
open city. No bombs on us!’.

“In Britain, the general response to
every Hitler advance was disarmament
and collective security. Collective se-
curity meant to leave every crisis to
the League of Nations. It would put
down aggressors, even though, like the
United Nations, it had no army, navy
or air force.

“The League of Nations had its
chance to prove itself when Mussolini
invaded and conquered Ethiopia. The
league didn’t have any shot to fire.”

Some comparison. | leave the text.
Some comparison to the United Na-
tions.

“But still the cry was chanted in the
House of Commons, the League and
collective security is the only true
guarantee of peace. But after the
Rhineland, the maverick Churchill de-
cided there was no collectivity in col-
lective security and started a highly
unpopular campaign for rearmament
by Britain, warning against the general
belief that Hitler had already built an
enormous mechanized army and a supe-
rior air force.

“But he’s not used them, he’s not
used them, people protested. Still, for 2
years before the outbreak of the Sec-
ond World War you could read the de-
bates in the House of Commons and
now shiver at the famous Labour men.
Major Attlee was one of them who
voted against rearmament and still
went on pointing to the League of Na-
tions as the savior.

“Now, this memory of mine may be
totally irrelevant to the present crisis.
It haunts me. | have to say | have writ-
ten elsewhere with much conviction
that the most historical analogies are
false because, however strikingly simi-
lar a new situation may be to an old
one, there’s usually one element that is
different.

“And it may well be so here. All |
know is that all the voices of the ’30s
are echoing through 2003.”

Take a look at the history of the
League of Nations. Take a look at what
happened in 1938, when Churchill had
to stand up and tried to convince the
people that these weapons were being
developed. Take a look at 1938 and see
if you do not think you are seeing a re-
play when the French stood up every
time Hitler invaded a country and said,
negotiate, negotiate.
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Well, now let us just move from that
and let us just show some of the facts
that | want to present. People have
said, including the previous speaker,
that, well, we need to start these nego-
tiations. We need to be patient. We
need to work through this. This is 13
years. Every resolution here, 678, 687,
707, clear down to 1284, every one of
these resolutions Irag has violated.
Every one of these resolutions the U.N.
stood up as if this was the last resolu-
tion because it was going to resolve it.

You know, if you signed a contract
with somebody and you had this many
contracts with an individual, and that
individual broke every contract, every
one of those you had with them, do you
think that would give you a little his-
tory as to the next contract and how
effective it might be?

We hear people say, well, Iraq is not
a dangerous country. We have got Iraq
contained. How contained did the world
have Irag when it gassed its own com-
munities, the Kurds? How contained
did the world have Iraq when it invaded
Kuwait? Were they able to stop them?
We were able to. The United States of
America, leading the coalition, was
able to push them back. But we could
not stop the initial invasion. How
about Iran, when Iraq started the war
with Iran?

Take a look at these and take a look
at the weapons he used. These are
weapons of mass destruction. These are
weapons that yesterday Saddam Hus-
sein said he had, but today he denies he
has them; and tomorrow, frankly, he
will use them, in my opinion. He has
the history.

Again, going back in history, again
reflecting on history. Date: August
1983, mustard gas Kills 100 people; Octo-
ber 1983, mustard gas Kills 3,000 of his
own people; February 1984, mustard gas
kills 2,500 lranians; March 1984, mus-
tard gas, or Tabun, 50 to 100; March
1985, mustard gas; 1986, mustard gas;
1986, mustard gas; 1987, mustard gas;
1987, mustard gas; 1988, mustard gas
and nerve agents.

This guy has got a history. This is a
horrible individual we are dealing with.
I am telling you, from the bottom of
my heart, this is a cancer on our body.
And we have different people telling us,
look, do not take it off. Just ignore it;
it will go away. | wish we could pray it
away, | wish we could hope it away, I
wish diplomatically we could negotiate
it away. It did not work in 1938 with
Hitler, and it is not going to work in
2003 with Saddam Hussein, in my opin-
ion. We tried to make it work. We
spared his life through the direction of
the United Nations in 1990. We spared
Saddam Hussein. We listened to the
French; we listened to the United Na-
tions to let his regime exist. Do not de-
stroy his regime; he has learned his les-
son. Just like Hitler, negotiate, nego-
tiate. People said let us do anything we
can except fight him. We are seeing a
repeat of history.

Thank goodness we have a leadership
team that understands this and is not
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willing to let history repeat itself and
is willing to stand up not only for the
security of the United States of Amer-
ica but for the security of those coun-
tries that are not able, that do not
have the capability of our great coun-
try and our allies to go in and stop this
from occurring. We have the capability
today to stop that cancer. We have the
chemotherapy treatment. We think we
can make this patient do a lot better.
And yet members of our own family are
trying to convince the patient to walk
away from the doctor’s office, to deny
that the cancer exists, or to admit that
it exists and pretend it will go away
and to try to negotiate with cancer.

You cannot negotiate with cancer.
You must deal with overwhelming su-
periority if you have got it. And if it is
too late, there is not much you can do.
Cancer wins the battle a lot of times. It
is the same thing here. We have got the
tools. We have got the capability. If we
do not do it, who will? If the United
States of America and its allies do not
stand up to this kind of stuff, who will?
Do you think the French will ever
stand up? Do you think the Germans
will ever stand up?

Many countries in the world will not
stand up because they do not have the
tools. There are a lot of people that
would like to join the fight, that would
stand up if they had the tools. We have
it and we have an inherent obligation
to the next generation to do everything
we can to stop it while we can.

I am the generation that got it trans-
ferred to me. We could have stopped it
in 1990. We did not do it. And I will be
darned if | am going to stand by and let
my generation pass on this problem of
mass weapons with this horrible, hor-
rible individual. |1 will be darned if | am
going to stand on the sidelines and pass
that to the next generation.

O 2015

Madam Speaker, | hear some peace
people say what weapons, he does not
have weapons of mass destruction or he
is not a danger to us. | just answered
what kind of danger exists.

This is a document of weapons that
Iraq has: Mustard gas, 2,850 tons; sarin
nerve gas, 795 tons; VX nerve gas, 3.9
tons; tabun nerve agent, 210 tons. This
is deadly stuff. Anthrax, 25,000 tons,
and we all saw what a few sprinkles of
anthrax dust did in the United States
Capitol. Take a look at what this will
do. Imagine if there were 25,000 tons.

Where did our Nation come up with
this list? We did not just create it. This
is a list that Saddam Hussein produced
for us. This is the list that Irag admit-
ted they had. Today they said trust me,
despite the fact that for 12 years | have
broken resolution after resolution, de-
spite the fact that | invaded Kuwait
and Iran, despite the fact that | gassed
by nerve agents my own citizens, the
Kurds, trust me, | do not have these
weapons any more.

What did the United Nations do? The
United Nations is willing to sit by and
say, let us trust him.
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Madam Speaker, it is the end of the
line. We cannot continue to let this
cancer spread.

I do not want Members to think it is
a partisan effort up here. It is bipar-
tisan. Let me conclude my remarks
with a quote, and I want Members to
read this quote with me. “What if Sad-
dam Hussein fails to comply and we
fail to act, or we take some ambiguous
third route which gives him yet more
opportunities to develop his program of
weapons of mass destruction and con-
tinue to press for the release of sanc-
tions and continue to ignore the sol-
emn commitments that he made. He
will conclude that the international
community has lost its will. He will
then conclude that he can go right on
and continue to build an arsenal of dev-
astating destruction. President Bill
Clinton, February 19, 1998.”’

Madam Speaker, let us not make it a
replay of 1938. Let us stand by the
President of this country and the bi-
partisan resolution this Congress au-
thorized. We are a can-do country. Our
allies are can-do allies, and we can get
this job done.

——
TRIBUTE TO JOSEPH C. BEAUPREZ

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BLACKBURN). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
BEAUPREZ) is recognized for the re-
maining 10 minutes.

Mr. BEAUPREZ. Madam Speaker, |
rise to call the attention of the Mem-
bers of this House of Representatives
to a special occasion, the 85th birthday
of a great American, my father, Joe
Beauprez.

Like many other Americans, my
dad’s greatness does not come from
wealth, public acclaim, notoriety, ti-
tles, nor worldly deeds. Nonetheless, he
has definitely achieved world class sta-
tus in the roles in life he chose to fol-
low, more inconspicuous, more anony-
mous than some, but roles of impor-
tance requiring great character, sub-
stance, faith, and conviction.

Madam Speaker, my dad was content
being husband, father and faithful serv-
ant to his God. He wanted nothing
more than the unqualified love of my
mother, the opportunity to work very
hard and have something to show for
it, to set a path for his children a bit
smoother and more pleasant than the
one he had to follow and, most impor-
tantly, to earn an eternal place in
heaven as he believes to be God’s plan.

Madam Speaker, like so many of his
generation, America’s greatest genera-
tion, my dad’s parents were immi-
grants. They came to America poor,
with little formal education, unfa-
miliar with our language and our cus-
toms. She had been a weaver of fine
Belgian lace. He carried her lace in a
sack on foot from town to town, selling
it in local markets to earn a living.
Times were hard, and the First World
War threatened. News of opportunity
in America offered them hope.
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In America my grandfather shoveled
coal to furnaces, and later with a loan
from a neighbor, sealed with a hand-
shake, he bought 80 acres of land, his
own piece of America, something to
call his own, and so much more than
that sack that he owned in Belgium.

Though he had never been a farmer,
with will and determination he learned
quickly. In time he expanded the farm,
raised eight children, my dad being the
sixth, and the one who would end up
keeping the farm going as his own, and
my home, too, for nearly all my life.

Dad got to eighth grade at the local
Catholic school, a 3-mile walk away.
The early 1930s were not the best of
times, Depression days. To keep the
farm going, he came home to help out
his dad and older brothers, never get-
ting any more schooling.

My mom was more fortunate, she
fished ninth grade before returning full
time to her own parents’ farm nearby.
Mom and dad got married in 1940, and
this June will celebrate 63 years to-
gether, an enormous and far too un-
usual achievement in today’s world.
They raised four kids, they saw to it
we all went through that same Catho-
lic school, even though money was al-
ways in short supply when we were
growing up. They wanted only the best
for their kids. All of us got through
high school, and off to college, too.
They found a way. Used cars, patched
overalls, hand-me-down clothes, lots of
home-grown cooking, and sack lunches.
They found a way.

Many have observed that real heroes
are in short supply these days, espe-
cially for our young people to emulate.
Many of us worry that role models are
in far too limited supply. We all cer-
tainly learn from our own experiences,
learn by doing we call it, but we are
also greatly impacted as we grow and
develop by those powerful mentors that
influence us: Teachers, coaches, neigh-
bors, presidents, pastors and parents.

I will confess, Madam Speaker, that
it took far too long for me to realize it,
but my dad was the best. I am so
blessed to have had him as both dad
and hero. By worldly standards, dad
might not have had so much. Winston
Churchill explained it very well. “We
make a living by what we get. We
make a life by what we give.”

Dad gave so much, and has lived a
wonderful, eventful, purposeful life.
Allow me to simply reflect on three
gifts from my dad for which I am espe-
cially grateful: First by his example,
he taught me the value of hard work,
of self reliance, and personal responsi-
bility. In an age when it seems the
norm to try to get along as easily as
possible, dad saw differently.

Dad cherished his opportunity to
work the soil of that farm and to care
for his livestock. Remembering the les-
sons of the Depression, as well as the
drought years of the early 1950s, he
knew he could lose whatever he had. He
knew he could not do much about the
weather nor the markets, the only
variable he could control was his effort
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and his will, so he pushed himself. By
sheer determination, he overcame ob-
stacles to which most men would suc-
cumb.

How hard did he work? Well, not only
did he farm the soil, he maintained a
large cow-calf operation, and in 1952 he
started milking some cows, too, to
make enough money to pay the bills.
He not only tried, he succeeded, and
work hard he did. In fact, he never
missed a single milking of those cows
until he took one day off 14 years later.
Even more impressive than his unfail-
ing work ethic was this, he never com-
plained. He never even talked about
wanting to take it easier, take a vaca-
tion, sleep in just one morning. He had
a job to do and a purpose for his work.
He showed up every single day, and he
did it. Falling to sleep night after
night completely exhausted, he would
rise well before dawn the next day to
do the same all over again.

Secondly, Madam Speaker, as | al-
ready mentioned, soon my parents will
celebrate their 63rd anniversary. The
years and the hard work have taken a
toll on them both. Mom broke her hip
a couple of weeks ago, and is recov-
ering in a hospital back home. Dad’s
memory is not quite so crisp any more.
Lately he struggles to remember my
name. It is a terrible disease, and a
tough thing to witness. But he remem-
bers who he loves and is even more de-
voted and tender to my mom than ever.

In 63 years, and | lived next door to
him for most of those years, | never
worried once where he spent the night
or if he loved my mother. A wise per-
son once said the greatest gift a father
can give their children is to love their
mother. Well done, dad, | never doubt-
ed. Once again, you provided me a per-
fect role model for my own marriage.

Madam Speaker, my dad gave me a
third gift by his profound example. Re-
gardless how deep the snow was, how
much hay we had to bale, | knew right
where we would be at 8 Sunday morn-
ing, in the third pew on the left of that
same little Catholic church in which he
was baptized. Giving back to God was
simply nonnegotiable, because he knew
he was blessed and wanted to say
thanks.

Faith, family and the value of hard
work, he taught me the most valuable
lessons of life, and 1 am eternally
grateful.

Madam Speaker, at a time when good
examples seem hard to find, leaders
often shun the responsibility to be role
models. When real heroes are usually
found only in history books, | have had
the privilege of spending most of my
life side by side with one of the all-
time best. | think of my dad as a truly
great American because he embodies
the spirit of America, to try when the
odds are against you, to love and have
faith unconditionally, to dream big
dreams and chase them and sacrifice
for them, and to love this land, Amer-
ica, where the spirit inside your soul
has the freedom to be as big and end-
less as this great Nation herself.
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Madam Speaker, it is for those rea-
sons | ask to have this tribute entered
into the record of the 108th Congress of
the United States of America com-
mending the life and contribution of
Joseph C. Beauprez of Lafayette, Colo-
rado, on the occasion of his 85th birth-
day. Happy birthday, dad.

———
MARTIAL LAW CONCERNS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, |
come to the House floor tonight to talk
about an issue which I think is of grave
concern to this country.

I recently read an article published
in the Sydney, Australia, Morning Her-
ald entitled ‘‘Foundations Are in Place
for Martial Law in the United States.”

The author is a man named Ritt
Goldstein, an investigative reporter for
the Herald, and he said that recent pro-
nouncements from the Bush adminis-
tration and national security initia-
tives put in place in the Reagan era
could see internment camps and mar-
tial law in the United States.

When President Ronald Reagan was
considering invading Nicaragua, he
issued a series of executive orders
which provided FEMA with broad pow-
ers in the event of a crisis, such as the
violent and widespread internal dissent
or national opposition against a U.S.
military invasion abroad. They were
never used.

But with the looming possibility of a
U.S. invasion of Iraq, recent pro-
nouncements by President Bush’s do-
mestic security chief, Tom Ridge, and
an official with the Civil Rights Com-
mission should fire concerns that these
powers could be employed or a de facto
drift into their deployment in the fu-
ture.
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On the 20th of July, the Detroit Free
Press ran a story entitled ‘““‘Arabs in
U.S. Could Be Held, Official Warns.”
The story referred to a member of the
Civil Rights Commission who foresaw
the possibility of internment camps for
Arab Americans. FEMA has practiced
for such an occasion.

FEMA, whose main role is disaster
response, is also responsible for han-
dling U.S. domestic unrest.

From 1982 to 1984, Colonel Oliver
North assisted FEMA in drafting its
civil defense preparations. Details of
those plans emerged during the 1987
Iran-Contra scandal. They included ex-
ecutive orders providing for suspension
of the Constitution, the imposition of
martial law, internment camps, and
the turning over of government to the
President and FEMA.

A Miami Herald article on the 5th of
July, 1987, reported that the former
FEMA director’s, Louis Guiffrida’s,
deputy, John Brinkerhoff, handled the
martial law portion of the planning.
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The planning was said to be similar to
one Mr. Guiffrida had developed earlier
to combat a national uprising by black
militants. It provided for the detention
of at least 21 million American Negroes
in assembly centers or relocation
camps. Today, Mr. Brinkerhoff is with
the highly influential Anser Institute
for Homeland Security. Following a re-
quest by the Pentagon in January that
the U.S. military be allowed the option
of deploying troops on American
streets, the institute in February pub-
lished a paper by Mr. Brinkerhoff argu-
ing the legality of this. He alleged that
the Posse Comitatus Act of 1878, which
has long been accepted as prohibiting
such deployments, had simply been
misunderstood and misapplied. The
preface to the article also provided the
revelation that the national plan he
had worked on under Mr. Guiffrida was
approved by Reagan and actions were
taken to implement it.

By April, the U.S. military had cre-
ated a Northern Command to aid home-
land security. Reuters reported that
the command is mainly expected to
play a supporting role to local authori-
ties. However, Mr. Ridge, the Director
of Homeland Security, has just advo-
cated a review of U.S. law regarding
the use of military for law enforcement
duties.

Disturbingly, and it just really
should disturb people, the full facts and
contents of Mr. Reagan’s national plan
remain uncertain. This is in part be-
cause President Bush took the unusual
step of sealing the Reagan Presidential
papers last November. However, many
of the key figures of the Reagan era are
part of the present administration, in-
cluding John Poindexter, to whom Oli-
ver North later reported.

At the time of the Reagan initia-
tives, the then-Attorney General, Wil-
liam French Smith, a Republican,
wrote to the National Security Ad-
viser, Robert McFarlane: ‘I believe
that the role assigned to the Federal
Emergency Management Agency in the
revised executive order exceeds its
proper function as a coordinating agen-
cy for emergency preparedness. This
department and others have repeatedly
raised serious policy and legal objec-
tions to an emergency czar role for
FEMA.”

Criticism of the Bush administra-
tion’s response to September 11 echoes
Mr. SMITH’s warning. On June 7 of last
year, the former Presidential counsel,
John Dean, spoke of America sliding
into a, quote, ‘“‘constitutional dictator-
ship,”” close quote, and martial law.

The reason | raise this issue is that |
come from a State where in 1941 under
executive order by the President, 9661,
we rounded up all the Japanese Ameri-
cans in this country and put them in
concentration camps. We have set in
place the mechanism to do that again
and we must not, we cannot sacrifice
the Constitution in this rush to war
that we are doing in Iraqg.
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DISTURBING EVENTS IN PUERTO
RICAN POLITICS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BLACKBURN). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Puerto
Rico (Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA) is recognized
for 5 minutes. 3

Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA. Madam Speak-
er, 1 would like to bring to the atten-
tion of this body some disturbing
events in Puerto Rican politics during
recent years. Specifically, | will talk
about the corrupt and unethical ac-
tions of Puerto Rico’s statehood lead-
ers. | would like to start by saying that
for many years Puerto Rico enjoyed an
impeccable reputation of clean govern-
ment. | am sad to say that this tradi-
tion was tainted by former Governor
Pedro Rossello and his administration.
During his administration, as Puerto
Rico later discovered, there were many
corruption schemes and rotten admin-
istrators pocketing millions of Federal
and local funds. The irony is that the
leadership of the Statehood Party, the
party led by Governor Rossello for al-
most 10 years, became the leaders of
the first corrupt government in the
history of Puerto Rico. A party that
claims to admire American democracy,
a party that wants Puerto Rico to be-
come a State of the union, was the
party that embezzled Federal funds
that belonged to our elders, our sick,
and our children.

In 1997, the statehooders came to
Washington to push for a statehood
bill. They used millions of dollars in
lobbying and political support to con-
vince Congress that all Puerto Ricans
wanted to become a State and used
millions to silence the other voices
from Puerto Rico. Now we know that
this campaign was partially financed
by illegal money.

It is amazing that, even today, the
leaders of the Statehood Party are un-
willing to recognize the depth of the
corruption and continue to try to spin
the issue as one of political persecu-
tion. They have gone as far as accusing
the U.S. District Attorney’s office in
Puerto Rico of promoting prosecutions
just for political reasons. They have no
remorse.

As a result of the Federal and local
investigations of this statehood corrup-
tion scheme, during the last months we
have witnessed the conviction and in-
dictment of many of the highest-rank-
ing statehood leaders. In this chart,
you will be able to see how far corrup-
tion went under the Statehood Party’s
government in the island. This is the
Statehood Party’s Hall of Shame. The
list of corrupt officials and the depth of
the corruption are impressive. Here are
some of the cases.

In the legislative branch, Speaker
Edison Misla-Aldarrondo, Speaker of
the House, convicted.

Jose Granados-Navedo, Vice Presi-
dent of the House, resigned under scan-
dal.

Norberto
victed.

Jose Nunez, legislator, indicted.

Nieves, legislator, con-
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Anibal Marrero, Vice President of the
Senate, resigned under scandal.

Senator Victor Marrero, convicted.

Senator Freddie Valentin, convicted.

Let us see the executive branch: The
personal assistant to the Governor,
Angie Rivera, the person that had the
key to the Governor’s office, convicted.

Marcos Morell, secretary-general, ex-
ecutive director of the party, disbarred
by the Supreme Court of Puerto Rico
because of conflict of interest doing
business with the government.

Bernardo Negron, president of the
Federation of Statehood Party Mayors,
convicted.

Andres Barbeito, director of the Pen-
sions Administration, indicted.

Luis Dubon, the owner of the State-
hood Party headquarters building, con-
victed.

Angel Luis Ocasio, deputy chief of
staff to the Governor, convicted.

Eduardo Burgos, another deputy
chief of staff to the Governor, con-
victed.

Jose Cobian, deputy finance director
of the Statehood Party, indicted.

Victor Fajardo, Secretary of Edu-
cation, convicted.

Oscar Ramos, administrator of the
State Insurance Fund, under special
prosecutor investigation.

Daniel Pagan, secretary of the Nat-
ural Resources Department, indicted.

Although Mr. Rossello has not been
indicted, the extension of these corrup-
tion schemes leads to one of two pos-
sible explanations: number one, he was
part of this scheme; or, number two, he
is such an inept administrator that he
should not be trusted again with the
duty of managing a government or any
institution.

When | first arrived as a freshman in
Congress 2 years ago, | was informed
that millions of dollars in Federal
funds had been frozen or were at risk of
being frozen because of this situation.
The task of Governor Calderon and me
was to assure compliance with Federal
requirements to make the funds once
again available. The projects and pro-
grams affected include child care, nu-
tritional assistance, title I, Head Start,
TANF, the urban train project, housing
and E-rate.

After just 2 years, our efforts brought
the desired results: the new adminis-
tration in Puerto Rico implemented
measures to comply with the Federal
programs’ requirements and the Fed-
eral Government of Puerto Rico was
able to receive the frozen funds.

I want to clarify that the Statehood
Party Hall of Shame has nothing to do
with the national parties here. It is a
cancer in the statehood movement. For
example, Pedro Rossello was a well-
known and active Democrat, and Edi-
son Misla-Aldarrondo, the former
Speaker of the House, was the Repub-
lican Party National Committee man.
The common denominator is they be-
long to the leadership of the Statehood
Party.

When the leaders of the Statehood
Party come to Washington to lobby be-
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hind the backs of the people of Puerto

Rico, | urge you to ask them, where

were they when their party leaders

were using Federal funds for personal

and political purposes?

REMARKS OF CONGRESSMAN ANIBAL ACEVEDO-VILA TO
BE ENTERED INTO RECORD

Madam Speaker, | would like to bring to the
attention of this body some disturbing events
in Puerto Rican politics during recent years.
Specifically, | will talk about the corrupt and
unethical actions of Puerto Rico’s statehood
leaders.

| would like to start by saying that for many
years Puerto Rico enjoyed an impecable rep-
utation of clean government and true public
service. Leaders such as Luis Mufioz Marin,
Roberto Sanchez, Rafael Hernandez Colon,
and Luis Ferré, earned the trust and respect
of the people for their honesty in the manage-
ment of the public treasure.

| am sad to say that this tradition was taint-
ed by former Governor Pedro Rossell6 and his
administration. In 1992 Mr. Rossello took of-
fice with a platform of government reform and
ambitious public projects. He governed until
the year 2000. During his administration, as
Puerto Rico later discovered, there were many
corruption schemes and rotten administrators
pocketing millions of federal and local funds.

The irony is that the leadership of the State-
hood party—the party lead by Governor
Rossello for almost 10 years—became the
leaders of the first corrupt government in the
history of Puerto Rico. A party that claims to
admire American democracy, a party that
wants Puerto Rico to become a state of the
Union was the party that embezzled federal
funds that belonged to our elders, our sick and
our children!

In 1997, the statehooders came to Wash-
ington to push for a statehood bill. They used
millions of dollars in lobbying and in political
support to convince Congress that all Puerto
Ricans wanted to become a state and used
millions to silence the other voices from Puer-
to Rico. For years many of you in Congress
witnessed the costly and aggressive campaign
that the Puerto Rico statehood leaders orches-
trated to advocate for statehood. Now we
know that this campaign was partially financed
by illegal money. | wonder how much more of
that money was dirty money!

Moreover, Mr. Rossello disregarded for
years pleas by the opposition, by the press, by
the civil society in general to investigate his
government and his party. Instead of looking
into the allegations he decided to conceal the
facts, to protect his friend and to defend the
corrupt members of his administration. Fortu-
nately the federal authorities did their job in in-
vestigating and prosecuting the criminals and
the people of Puerto Rico judged the state-
hood party in the polls.

It is amazing that even today the leaders of
the statehood party are unwilling to recognize
the depth of the corruption, and continue to try
to spin the issue as one of political persecu-
tion. They have gone as far as accusing the
US District Attorney’s Office for the District of
Puerto Rico of promoting prosecutions just for
political reasons. They have openly said that
the Federal Court system and local authorities
are part of a conspiracy to criminalize state-
hood, again showing an utter disregard for the
truth. They showed no remorse!

Do not get me wrong, the statehood move-
ment is a legitimate movement and has many
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decent and honest members. Unfortunately for
them, their leaders have betrayed their cause.
There is no conspiracy to criminalize state-
hood, in fact, most of the convicted officials
pleaded guilty in court before their sentences.
There is a duty to prosecute the criminals that
have hidden behind the statehood banner to
steal money and for their own corrupt pur-
poses. It is this leadership that | indict today.
This statehood leadership that has inflicted the
most damage to the statehood cause in Puer-
to Rico and the United States.

As a result of the federal and local inves-
tigations of this statehood corruption scheme,
during the last months we have witnessed the
conviction and indictment of many of the high-
est-ranking statehood leaders, including the
personal assistant to former Governor
Rossello, two of the former Governor's Deputy
Chief of Staff, the former Speaker of the Puer-
to Rico House of Representatives and former
National Committeeman of the Republican
Party in the Island, and the former Secretary
of Education that pleaded guilty, to stealing at
least $4.3 million of federal Title | funds for his
benefit and the benefit of the Statehood Party.

In this chart you will be able to see how far
corruption went under the statehood party’s
government in the Island. This is the State-
hood’s Party Hall of Shame. The list of corrupt
officials and the depth of the corruption are
impressive. Here are some of the cases that
have been brought to Justice so far.

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

Mr. Edison Misla-Aldarrondo (Speaker, PR
House of Rep. And National Committeeman,
Republican Party Puerto Rico Committee)
Convicted

2. Mr. Anibal Marrero (Vice President, Puer-
to Rico Senate) Resigned under scandal.

3. Mr. José Granados-Navedo (Vice Presi-
dent, Puerto Rico House of Reps.) Resigned
under scandal.

4. Mr. Norberto Nieves (Member, PR House
of Rep.) Convicted.

5. Mr. Freddie Valentin (Senator, PR Sen-
ate) Pleaded guilty.

6. Mr. Victor Marrero (Senator, PR Senate)
Convicted.

7. Mr. José Nufiez (Member, PR house of
Reps.) Indicted.

EXECUTIVE BRANCH

1. Ms. Maria de los Angeles “Angie” Rivera
(Personal and closest assistant of Governor
Rossello) Convicted.

2. Mr. Victor Fajardo (Secretary, Department
of Education) Pleaded guilty.

3. Mr. Daniel Pagan (Secretary, Department
of Natural Resources and Environment) In-
dicted. .

4. Mr. Andrés Barbeito (Director, Govern-
ment Pensions Administration) Convicted.

5. Mr. Eduardo Burgos (Former Deputy
Chief of Staff; Director, Municipal Revenues
Collection Center) Convicted.

6. Mr. Luis Dubon (Owner, Statehood Party
Headquarters’ Building) Convicted.

7. Mr. JoSe Cobian (Deputy Finances Direc-
tor, New Progressive Party) Convicted.

8. Mr. Angel Luis Ocasio-Ramos (Deputy
Chief of Staff, Governor Rosselld’s Office)
Convicted.

9. Marcos Morell (Former Executive Director
of the Statehood Party) Disbarred by the Puer-
to Rico Supreme Court for a conflict of interest
doing business with the Rossello administra-
tion.

10. Bernardo Negron (President, Federation
of Statehood Party Mayors) Convicted.
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Although Mr. Rossello has not been in-
dicted, the extension of the corruption leads to
one or two possible explanations: 1) he was
part of the corruption scheme; or 2) he is such
an inept administrator that he should not be
trusted again with the duty of managing a gov-
ernment.

During the investigation in cases such as
the Secretary of Education scandal, the fed-
eral prosecutors found evidence that at least
$1 million from federal funds were funneled
into NPP (Statehood Party) coffers. It is widely
know in Puerto Rico that the Secretary of Edu-
cation was a leader in the Statehood Party’s
GOTV efforts during the political status plebi-
scite and the general elections.

The widespread corruption that | just de-
scribed had a negative impact in many federal
grants and programs that Puerto Rico was en-
titted to receive. When | first arrived as a
freshman in Congress, | was informed that
millions of dollars in federal funds had been
frozen or at risk of being frozen because of
this situation. The task of Governor Sila M.
Calderon and myself was to assure compli-
ance with federal requirements to make the
funds once again available. The projects and
programs affected include Child Care, the Nu-
tritional Assistance Program, Head Start,
TANF, the Urban Train Project, Housing and E
Rate.

After just two years our efforts brought the
desired results, the new Administration in
Puerto Rico implemented the measures to
comply with the federal programs’ require-
ments and the Government of Puerto Rico
was able to receive the frozen funds.

To do this is difficult to me as a Puerto
Rican because the Puerto Ricans are a de-
cent people, hard working people, an honest
people. | know that this information may feed
some unfair stereotypes. But Congress needs
to be cognizant of the truth and | trust that the
members of this House will be discerning and
will not generalize based on a sad, but iso-
lated case in our history. As a matter of fact,
the way this Congress has treated Puerto Rico
recently, authorizing the highest increase of
federal funds for the Island in the Title | edu-
cation program and appropriating funds for
other important programs is a clear showing
that Congress has recognized that Puerto
Rico’s government is back in good and clean
hands. | am here to clear the name of Puerto
Rico and to explain how we have extirpated
the cancer of corruption.

What are we doing? We are cleaning up
house and making sure it never happens
again. As a result of the corruption scandals in
former Governor Rosselld’s administration,
Sila M. Calderon ran for Governor of Puerto
Rico with the goal of providing the Puerto
Rican people with a transparent government.
She has dedicated the past two years to im-
plementing tough measures to restore public
confidence in government.

| want to clarify that the statehood party hall
of shame has nothing to do with the national
parties. It is a cancer in the statehood move-
ment. For example, Pedro Rosselld was a
well-known and active Democrat; and Edison
Misla, former Speaker of the House was the
Republican Party National Committee man in
Puerto Rico. The common denominator is that
they belong to the leadership of the statehood
party.

Although the statehood leadership periodi-
cally comes to this capital to express their es-

March 11, 2003

teem for the U.S., they misunderstand the val-
ues that the American flag represents.

When the leaders of the statehood party
come again to Washington to lobby behind the
backs of the people of Puerto Rico | urge you
to ask them where were they when their party
leaders were using federal funds for personal
and political purposes. Ask them why did they
remain in silence? Why they did nothing to
fight corruption? Why are they supporting
Pedro Rossello’s comeback to Puerto Rican
politics, the person responsible for this dis-
aster?

———

HEALTH CARE CRISIS IN OUR
NATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. SoLlIs) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Ms. SOLIS. Madam Speaker, tonight
I am very pleased to be here to speak
about health care and the crisis that
we face here in our Nation and particu-
larly about the crisis that is affecting
the Hispanic population and other mi-
nority groups.

I am delighted that | have been
joined tonight by three colleagues that
will speak about some of the situations
and problems that they face in their
own States. First | would like to, as
chairwoman of the Congressional His-
panic Caucus Health Task Force, rec-
ognize the gentlewoman from the Vir-
gin Islands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN), who is
our representative for the Virgin Is-
lands. She is chair of the Hispanic
brain trust for the Black Caucus.

| yield to the gentlewoman from the
Virgin Islands.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Madam Speak-
er, | want to begin by commending the
leadership of the Hispanic Caucus, past
and present, my colleague and current
Chair, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
RODRIGUEZ), and my health counter-
part, the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. SoLlis), for the leadership they
provide for all Americans and for the
effective representation they provide
to people of Hispanic descent. All peo-
ple of color face unacceptable barriers
to health care, but Hispanics and
Latinos face the additional burden of
language. Anti-immigrant sentiment
places further roadblocks in their way
to health services. Because of the lead-
ership of the Hispanic Caucus in col-
laboration with advocacy groups, at-
tention is being brought to these issues
and the barriers are beginning to come
down, but there is still much to be
done.

Madam Speaker, the racial dispari-
ties in health care so ably documented
by the Institutes of Medicine report
and other reviews continue to show
that if you are a minority American,
you are likely to receive a diminished
quality of care even if you have the
same income and educational status.
As we recognize the plight of the unin-
sured this week and the reverberating
impact not just on families but on en-
tire communities including those with
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insurance, it is important to point out
that Hispanics have the highest unin-
sured rate among all racial or ethnic
groups. Studies show that they are at
high risk and lack basic access to med-
ical care because of their high unin-
sured rates. That is why Hispanic
Americans are joining other Americans
from all backgrounds and parts of this
country to rally during this April’s Mi-
nority Health Month for universal in-
surance coverage and access to health
care. Like other Americans of color
and those living in the rural areas of
our country, they are at increased risk.

Hispanics are twice as likely as
Anglo Americans to have diabetes,
twice as likely to have AIDS. Latino
children are prone to have asthma, yet
less likely to receive care. Too many
still use emergency rooms too late in
the stages of their illnesses because
they lack a regular source of care. We
must take steps to turn this around if
we are to reach our ultimate goal of
wellness for this country.

Further, many of Puerto Rican or
Dominican descent comprise a large
part of my district in the U.S. Virgin
Islands. With their fellow Americans in
the U.S. territories, they live under a
system that caps Medicaid funding to
our hospitals and clinics, leaving a
heavy burden of care on municipalities
that can afford it least and leaving
many residents without access to care.
Wherever this or a similar lack of ac-
cess to care exists, there is also an ef-
fect on those with insurance and a di-
rect and adverse impact on the ability
of hospitals there to maintain quality
health care services for everyone. Un-
compensated care affects us all. We
must take steps to turn this around if
we are to reach our ultimate goals, as
I said, for wellness in this country.

And so, Madam Speaker, the minor-
ity caucuses of this Congress will host
a rally on April 29 on Capitol Hill to
bring the attention of our fellow Amer-
icans and the Congress to the urgent
need for universal access to health
care, because this country can no
longer afford for so many of its citizens
to go without a means to pay for the
quality health care that they deserve.

O 2045

Insured and uninsured alike, we are
all in the sinking ship of a failing
health care system in this country.
The time to become proactive on the
health issue that affects Hispanic
Americans, African Americans, other
minority Americans, rural Americans,
and, indeed, all Americans, is now. Ac-
cess for us, for those of us of color, is
access for all.

I want to thank the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. SoLis) for yielding
to me. | want to thank my colleagues
for inviting me to join them in calling
attention to these important issues.

Ms. SOLIS. Madam Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman, who in her own right
is a leading physician and who has ac-
tually done so much to help further the
cause for universal health care, access
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for everyone and also for HIV and AIDS
prevention, and also for those many
chronic illnesses that many of us face.

Madam Speaker, | would like to yield
to the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. MCDERMOTT).

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. |
appreciate the opportunity to talk here
today on an issue which | think is very
timely and very important.

Today | dropped in H.R. 1200, which is
a bill that I have dropped in for 12
years, providing universal health care
insurance for the entire country. We
are all one family. We are not this
group or that group or another group
or whatever. We are all together in
this. We ought to have a plan that cov-
ers everybody, no matter where you
live, no matter what color your skin is,
no matter what ethnic background you
come from, what kind of money you
have or anything. It should be a system
that covers everyone.

Now, today | just took this out of my
wallet. | am covered because | have got
this piece of plastic in my wallet. If |
get in an accident or get sick and they
haul me in the emergency room, they
will find out | got this piece of plastic
and | am covered. | can go for preven-
tive care. | can go for all Kkinds of
things. But if you do not have this
piece of plastic, you will have to wait
until you are really sick, because you
cannot afford to pay for it; and you go
into the emergency room, you get
health care, but in the most inefficient
way possible and the most inhumane
way possible, at the end, when you
should have been having preventive
care before.

Now, this country, for reasons which
totally escape me, cannot accept that
it is a right for everyone to have health
coverage. In Germany, we say, Yyou
know, what could the Germans know?
In 1883 they put in a universal health
care system. If you go to work tomor-
row in Germany, you will have insur-
ance tomorrow. They take in Turkish
workers, they take in Kurds, they take
in Bosnians. All these people come into
their country, and they give them
health care coverage from the very
first day.

The United States has lots of people
who come into this country to work.
They come here to pick our vegetables,
to work in the fields, to do the hard
labor in this country. The fact is that
of the 42 million people in this country
who do not have insurance, 72 percent
of them work full-time. They are not
lazy. They are pulling their weight.
They are doing what you have to do in
a society to feed their family. But they
do not have health insurance, and it is
wrong. | think that the members of the
Hispanic Caucus are absolutely correct
in bringing this up, that everybody in
this country should be covered.

The fact that Hispanics are in fact
the least insured in this country is a
travesty. If they were not doing the
work they do in this country, we could
not have the standard of living we
have.
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Ms. SOLIS. Madam Speaker, | appre-
ciate the gentleman’s remarks this
evening.

Madam Speaker, it gives me a great
deal of pleasure to recognize the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas (Mr.
RODRIGUEZ), the chairman of the Con-
gressional Hispanic Caucus.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding.

Madam Speaker, | rise tonight to
talk a little bit about health care, and
I want to personally first of all thank
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
SoLis) for her leadership in the area of
health.

On behalf of the Congressional His-
panic Caucus, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. SoLls) is the chair-
woman of the Task Force on Health.
She has brought to it a great deal of
energy. Now she sits on the Committee
on Energy and Commerce also, so we
have high expectations for the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. SoLls) and
we want to thank her for what she has
done, not only for her constituents
back in California, but throughout the
Nation, and her efforts in the area of
health care. Under her leadership and
passion the Health Care Task Force
will be at the forefront of issues rang-
ing from chronic diseases to the issues
that we are here to discuss tonight,
which is the uninsured.

The 2000 census revealed what many
of us already knew back home, and
that is that the Hispanic community
has grown by leaps and bounds over the
past decade. Hispanics are now the
fastest growing community in the
United States and make up close to 13
percent of the U.S. population. So |
want to take this opportunity to say
that of that part of the population, we
have one of the largest numbers of un-
insured.

Serving the uninsured must be a top
priority for our Nation. Currently we
have data to show that 33.2 percent,
and it has been growing now with the
individuals that have lost their jobs, of
Hispanic individuals are uninsured,
compared to the non-Hispanic whites
who are uninsured at about 10 percent.

Let me tell you, these are people that
are hard working individuals, that are
out there working and making $20,000,
$30,000, yet find themselves, if they are
working for a small company, they are
not going to have access to insurance.
Unless they are working for a govern-
ment, State, local or Federal, unless
they are working for a major corpora-
tion, they will not have access to in-
surance.

So it is important for us to look at
providing access to that insurance that
their children and they need. While 19
percent of all Hispanics depend on
Medicare and 35 percent of all Hispanic
children depend on what we call the
State Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram, which is CHIP, for their health
care, still many of our needy families
are not receiving the services that they
deserve.

Despite the rhetoric of the adminis-
tration, we leave millions of children
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behind by President Bush calling for a
$2.1 billion cut in this critical program
for children, which is the only health
care that a lot of these children re-
ceive. These are families that are
working, trying to make ends meet.
They are not poor enough to qualify for
Medicaid, and they find themselves
just making too much money, $20,000,
$30,000, that they do not have access to
health care, which is unfortunate.

It is unfortunate for too many work-
ing Americans that continue to lack
this access to health insurance. His-
panics especially fall into this cat-
egory. Over 33 percent of the Hispanics
are uninsured, as | indicated earlier.

When it comes to health care, despite
the promises, the Bush budget leaves
our community behind. The Bush budg-
et gives no money to these vital Fed-
eral health care programs for Hispanic
communities. The Bush budget insuffi-
ciently funds the Community Health
Centers, which have been out there
making a difference, that millions of
uninsured low and moderate income in-
dividuals rely on for their health care
needs. The Community Health Centers
have been there in responding to our
communities’ needs, and we need to
make sure they continue to get the re-
sources needed.

The Bush budget also cuts funding to
the Office of Minority Health that fo-
cuses on health concerns which dis-
proportionately affect minority com-
munities.

The Bush budget also cuts into the
future of Hispanic communities by
eliminating funding for health career
opportunities that aim to increase the
number of minority health care pro-
viders.

We need to ensure linguistically and
culturally appropriate health care by
providing minorities an opportunity to
go into the health care profession. At
the present time we understand and
recognize that we have a large number
of individuals that could qualify and
could enter the profession. A lot of
times a little assistance in these pro-
grams that allow that opportunity to
get into nursing, that allow them to
get into some of the other health pro-
fessions, as well as the medical profes-
sion, is important. So every effort
needs to be made to continue.

I want to also talk a little bit about
diabetes and HIV/AIDS. In diabetes
among the Hispanic community, the
risk for diabetes is twice that of the
non-Hispanic whites. Nearly 11 percent
of Hispanics have been diagnosed with
diabetes as compared to 7 percent of
non-Hispanics.

In the area of AIDS, funding for HIV/
AIDS must also address the change in
infectious rates. Hispanics have a rate
of new infections four times that of
non-Hispanics, despite the fact we have
made some gains in the area of AIDS.
Despite the fact that the number that
are getting it and that are suffering se-
rious illnesses are decreasing, the num-
ber for Hispanics is growing dispropor-
tionately.
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So we ask as we look at those issues,
such as diabetes that hit Hispanics dis-
proportionately and such as AIDS that
now affect those poor communities
throughout this country, as well as Af-
rican Americans, it is time to focus at-
tention to the needs of these popu-
lations. | would ask the Bush adminis-
tration to seriously reconsider their
budget when it comes to health.

The Bush administration also has
continued to deny legal permanent
residents, and | will say that once
again legal permanent residents’ access
to vital programs such as the Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families,
TANF, and the States’ Children’s
Health Insurance Program, such as
CHIP. These are individuals that are
here legally, these are individuals that
have not broken the law, yet we have
denied them the right to have access.

One of the proposals that we have se-
rious concerns with this administra-
tion on is the proposal that he has
taken in hand, and that is that the
Medicaid proposal has been one that
addresses the needs of the most needy
in this country, those that are indi-
gent.

He has taken the Medicaid, and then
he has taken the CHIP program, which
is the program that addresses the chil-
dren of the working families of this
country, and has taken that program.

Thirdly, he has also gone after the
disproportional share, the money that
goes to hospitals that provide the indi-
gent care, that provide for those in
need.

So those three programs impact the
most needy of this country, yet those
are the three programs that this ad-
ministration has chosen to bundle up
into one block grant, and his proposal
is to send it to the States, with the un-
derstanding that as the future goes on
there is going to be a cap on it, and in
those States where we have dispropor-
tional numbers, such as Texas and
other States, that we will continue to
have a difficulty in that area.

I want to continue to go ahead and
address a couple of issues, but | wanted
to take this opportunity to thank our
task force chairman from the Hispanic
Caucus, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. SoL1S), on her efforts, and |
want to continue to join her here and
thank her very much for what she has
been doing.

Ms. SOLIS. Madam Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Texas (Chairman
RODRIGUEZ), our illustrious chair of the
Hispanic caucus. | thank him for ap-
pointing me as the woman who will be
now in charge of the issues regarding
Hispanics and health care this term. |
am very privileged to be in this posi-
tion, and | know that we have a long
charge ahead of us.

Madam Speaker, tonight, today as
Chair of the Congressional Hispanic
Caucus Health Task Force, | wanted to
call attention to the health status of
Latinos throughout the United States.

When we talk tonight about Latino
health care, it is important to note
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that Latinos are the fastest growing
minority group in the country, in the
United States. So the issues we face
confront the health care field through-
out the country, whether you live in
east Los Angeles, in my district in
California, or if you live in Atlanta,
Georgia, or in Birmingham, Alabama,
where we are seeing a large number of
Hispanics now residing in that area. |
had the privilege, Madam Speaker, of
being there this weekend and walking
with other members of our caucus to
celebrate a civil rights memorial for 28
years of suffrage that has gone on in
the South. The issues are no different
there than they are in other parts of
the country with respect to those that
are uninsured. African Americans and
Latinos still face the same kinds of
problems.

This week, however, Madam Chair-
man, we are celebrating this week as
Cover the Uninsured Week, a national
effort that is going on right now, that
is being celebrated across the country,
to recognize those people who are
under-insured and uninsured.

I would be remiss if | did not point to
this chart here tonight, to point out
that 41 million Americans do not have
health care insurance in our country.
It is unfortunate that about 30 percent
of those individuals are Hispanic.

Let me point that out on this section
of the pie chart, 30 percent. Forty-
seven percent of non-white/Hispanic, 47
percent. Thirty percent Hispanic, 16
percent black or African American, and
5 percent Asian and South Pacific Is-
lander also fall into that category.

Madam Speaker, by the year 2020, it
is projected that one in five children
will be Hispanic. Yet Latino children
have the highest uninsured rates in the
U.S. child population.

0 2100

And unfortunately, the number of
Latino uninsured has been on the rise
over the past decade.

I would like to point out the next
chart that | have. Here we see also the
rising numbers of those individuals
that are Latino, that are working, 43
percent; those that are in the private
sector, 2 percent; 18 percent Latino,
Medicaid; and others that receive some
type of coverage; and then those that
are in the uninsured category: Latinos,
37 percent, to 14 percent who are Anglo,
or white. Madam Speaker, 73 percent of
the Anglo population has insurance; 43
percent on this chart here indicates
people that are working, working
Latino family members are uninsured.
It is a crime. It is a crime that this is
the situation here in our country.

The next chart unfortunately does
not provide us with many more good
indicators. The number of Latinos un-
insured has been on the rise over the
past decade; and all we have to do is
start looking at 1990, where 7.0 percent,
the number of uninsured Hispanics, has
increased 7.0 percent in 1990, a decade
ago. When we look to the year 2000, it
is now not quite doubled, but almost
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there, 11.2 percent. It has increasingly
gone up. It is not to say that these peo-
ple are not working, because they are.
I fail to see the reason that they are
not being provided with some at-
tempted coverage for those that are
uninsured.

In fact, 37 percent of nonelderly
Latinos are uninsured, more than dou-
ble the rate of whites. The large major-
ity of uninsured Latinos come from
working families, approximately 87
percent; but less than half of all
Latinos have employer-based health
coverage. That is to say that where
they work, at their place of employ-
ment, they do not have any type of in-
surance coverage for their needs, to
meet their needs.

So let us be clear tonight, | say to
my colleagues. There are women and
men who are working and paying taxes,
they play by the rules, but they are not
getting any health coverage. This goes
far beyond just the Latino community.
There are many working men and
women, African American, Anglo
women that I met, even today when |
was out visiting folks in my district,
who told me about their plight with
not having adequate health coverage,
or being underinsured. This is a real
issue, | say to my colleagues, that we
need to address.

Unfortunately, nearly one-third of all
Latinos work for an employer who does
not offer any health care insurance at
all. The lack of insurance in our coun-
try is devastating to families, particu-
larly Latino families. Among the unin-
sured, Latino adults in fair to poor
health, 20 percent are women, 40 per-
cent are men; and they have not visited
a doctor in the past year. Can we imag-
ine that, not being able to see a doctor
in more than a year?

We know that the uninsured receive
less preventive care and are diagnosed
later for diseases and tend to receive
less medical care for their illnesses.
Uninsured children are 70 percent more
likely than other children not to have
received medical care for common con-
ditions like ear infections, 30 percent
are less likely to receive medical at-
tention when they are injured, and
nearly 40 percent of uninsured adults
report skipping a recommended med-
ical test or treatment in the past year.

Having health insurance would re-
duce death rates for the uninsured by
10 to 15 percent. How many lives can
we save if we provide them with some
attempted coverage?

There is a consensus that health in-
surance is a necessity. So how can we
increase access to health insurance?
Certainly, we need to make sure that
children are enrolled in successful pro-
grams like the gentleman from Texas
stated earlier, like the State Children’s
Health Insurance Program, known as
SCHIP, and in California known as
Healthy Families. And we must make
sure that all of our vulnerable popu-
lations are enrolled in Medicaid in that
safety net program, and that these pro-
grams make health care access a re-
ality.
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Madam Speaker, we also need to
focus on innovative private and public
approaches to covering the uninsured.
When | was in the State legislature in
California, | authored a bill to launch a
body of research on how to provide uni-
versal health care coverage, and | was
proud to be the sponsor of Senate bill
480. The researchers have come up with
several proposals for universal health
coverage, and many are being imple-
mented now as we speak in Sac-
ramento. Unfortunately, due to severe
budget cuts, not only in the State of
California but across the board, many
of these programs that we have insti-
tuted in the past are now on the chop-
ping block. One of the reasons is be-
cause of this whole new attempt to try
to block-grant Medicaid. Our State is
now being devastated with cutbacks in
the budget. In California, which is al-
most a continent in and of itself, we
are crying out for assistance now be-
cause our budget is woefully low in
terms of providing coverage for the
very needy, for the working poor, and
for children.

Medicaid in California is known as
MediCal. It is called MediCal. Our med-
ical program offers dental services,
physical therapy, and diabetes manage-
ment. | was a proud offerer of reforms
to provide treatment and management
for diabetes. Lord knows the African
American community and the Latino
community suffer very high rates of di-
abetes. If it is not treated appro-
priately in a preventive matter, it can
become a very acute problem that will
come to haunt us and continues to
haunt us if we do not come up with the
incentive and money to go into those
measures. | say we need to put money
up front into programs like that to
combat chronic illnesses like obesity,
diabetes treatment, and asthma. These
are the things that we need to be ad-
dressing and putting our money where
our mouth is when we talk about pro-
viding assistance to the uninsured.

Medicaid is an incredibly important
program, and it covers now approxi-
mately 40 percent coverage for Latinos;
but without this help, | fear what will
happen to our communities, not only
Latinos, the people that | represent in
my district, but poor people, working
people, people who actually have jobs
that will go without this kind of cov-
erage.

Unfortunately, this administration
has proposed what | said earlier, the
Medicaid reforms known as block
grants. What they are telling us is that
they will give States money to be able
to get more flexibility to provide cov-
erage for different illnesses; but in the
long run, in 10 years, they are going to
cut that money back, and what it
means is less people will be served. The
elderly will be out. The young people,
the children will be hurt.

I am here to tell my colleagues that
we need to do more than that. We need
to reverse that trend and ask this ad-
ministration to step up to the plate
and forget the rhetoric and really talk
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about making some very meaningful
reforms in Medicaid and providing the
coverage that is so very much needed
in States like mine in California where
we do not get a refund in our dollars.
We are known as one of those States
where we are a donor State. We give
more money than we get back. | am
here to say it is time that California
and other States in the southwest like
Texas, Washington State, and other
parts of the country receive their fair
share of dollars where we need it. Our
seniors are crying out for reform; our
children need it. Their voices are not
heard often enough, and we know that.
That is why we are here tonight, to
speak on their behalf as well.

These proposals, as | see them, that
the administration is proposing will be
devastating; and instead, we should be
looking at proposals that increase the
Federal support to Medicaid by in-
creasing Federal Medicaid or medical
assistance known as FMAP. This bipar-
tisan bill that has been introduced,
known as H.R. 1816, will provide States
the fiscal relief they need to improve
health care access to vulnerable popu-
lations. To improve Latinos’ access to
Medicaid, we must lift the ban on
health care access for legal immigrants
and pregnant women and their chil-
dren. | say, and | underscore, legal,
people who are here legitimately who
are having children here and are play-
ing by the rules and paying taxes as
they work, whether they are a nanny,
whether they are a housekeeper,
whether they are there in a restaurant
serving us, or whether they are out in
the fields picking our fruits and vege-
tables that we had here tonight, | say
to my colleagues.

It is time to pass the bipartisan
Legal Immigrant Child’s Health Im-
provement Act. This bill would lift a 5-
year ban currently in place on States
receiving Federal support for health
care services for lawfully present im-
migrant children and pregnant women
who entered the United States after
August 22, 1996.

This simply makes sense from a hu-
manitarian and medical point of view,
and it will save the public health sys-
tem money, thousands and thousands
of dollars. I can tell my colleagues that
firsthand as a Representative in Los
Angeles County where we have one of
the largest health care, public health
hospitals right now that sees so many
individuals having to wait 8 hours just
to be seen by one doctor, whether it is
for a throat infection, an ear infection,
or for being a victim of a drive-by
shooting. It is unheard of, the kind of
medical access that people have to at-
tempt to receive, knowing fully that
we are all paying for this standard of
health care. Yet, it is unequal in areas
that | represent. We have to change
that. We have to work hard to make
sure that it is equal for everybody,
whether one lives in Texas, in the Rio
Grande, whether one lives in Boston,
Massachusetts, or whether one lives
here in Washington, D.C.
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We also must fix Medicare in order to
help Latino seniors who are struggling
with high-cost prescription drugs. This
goes far beyond the Latino community.
There are many, many seniors who are
crying out for reform, who want to see
their prescription drugs, the cost for
that medication reduced dramatically.
I can tell my colleagues now there are
people who have told me, why is it that
| have to pay $300 for my medication to
treat my diabetes or my thyroid gland?
I cannot afford to go on vacations; |
barely make my rent. Why is it that
the Congress cannot come together and
make these reforms feasible so that I
can live an appropriate life, one that |
feel | deserve? This is what seniors are
telling me all the time. | look at them
and | look in their eyes and | feel we
have done them a disservice, because
we have not been able to reach an
agreement with the other Members on
the other side of the aisle to see that
we are truly, truly addressing the
needs of our senior population.

| say that fully knowing that my own
parents are faced with that dilemma
right now. They have one of those plas-
tic cards that allows them to go see
their HMO, Kaiser, Kaiser coverage;
but they have to pay a copayment. If
they have surgery, they have to pay
another copayment. If they have to go
in to get treatment for their thyroid,
they have to pay another $200 or $300
every month, and my parents are on a
fixed income. They no longer work.
They are over 70 years old. 1 know
there are millions of seniors that are in
that same predicament, and they prob-
ably even have harsher, harsher ill-
nesses than my own parents. And |
pray that they will be able to make it
as they see their daughter here try to
get a resolution to provide an adequate
prescription drug benefit for them,
that is low cost, that does not discrimi-
nate against them, whether they are in
an HMO program or if they are seeing
their own fee-for-service doctor. There
should be no discriminate treatment
for either, and that is what | am going
to work hard for, and | know that our
Hispanic Caucus will do the same.

I want to tell my colleagues that re-
cently | have had a chance to visit with
a lot of my seniors in my own district
in Monterey Park and in my new cities
that | represent in Covina and West Co-
vina, which were previously rep-
resented by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER). | want to tell my
colleagues that folks are telling me the
same thing: we have to change. We
have to change the rules of the game so
that everyone receives a fair, level
playing field when it comes to access
to health care.

Right now, because unemployment
rates are so high, people are losing
their jobs, they are losing their health
care coverage. Today | saw a woman
who | spoke to who runs her own busi-
ness out of her own house. She told me
that one of the opportunities that she
had was to try to provide her own cov-
erage for health care. It would cost her
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a minimum of $500 a month. That was
entirely too much for her. What does
that mean for her? That means that
she is going to have to forego that. If
she gets ill, God forbid. If she has to go
to the doctor, God forbid. If she gets
really sick or hit by a car or she be-
comes tremendously ill, she will have
to go to a public emergency or trauma
center, which is going to cost the pub-
lic dollars, the taxpayers a lot more
money. If we were just to put more
money in to help the uninsured, we
could save a whole lot in the long run.

I am advocating for us to have that
discussion here tonight, for us to talk
about other options for providing as-
sistance to the uninsured and the
underinsured, because there are a
whole lot of people out there who are
working that make $15,000, $16,000 a
year, they have four Kkids, they are
beating themselves up because they
want the best for their Kids; but they
cannot afford to even make a copay-
ment to have adequate coverage. It is
time that we start looking at providing
assistance to the uninsured, because
every tax dollar that they pay into
when they see their check, their pay-
roll check, it says a deduction, but
where does that deduction go? Is it
going into a health care trust fund for
them? Is it going to be available for
them when they need it? Is it going to
be available for their children? Those
are the questions that | ask here to-
night.

I would like to ask my colleague, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. Rodriquez),
the chairman of the Hispanic Caucus,
to please share with me what insights
he might be able to shed on this issue.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. First of all, | want
to thank the gentlewoman for allowing
us to be here tonight, and | want to
thank her for her leadership in the area
of health. Also, as | was looking at the
data that she had before us and the re-
search and all of the studies, one of the
things that was glaring was the fact
that things are not getting any better;
they are getting worse. As they get
worse, we come up here and we get
elected to respond to the problems that
we are confronted with, we get elected
to hopefully come up with some solu-
tions to those problems. But it is un-
fortunate that some people are up here
not to solve problems, but to see how
they can leverage their political power
in the process of not responding to the
needs of our constituency in this coun-
try.

)S/o one of the things that is impor-
tant, as the gentlewoman indicated, is,
and the research shows, that of the
ones that are uninsured, 87 percent, es-
pecially the Hispanics, 87 percent of
them are hard-working Americans.
These are people that are not out there
not working and being lazy; these are
people that are making $20,000, $30,000,
$40,000 a year. Yet, if they work for a
small company, they do not have ac-
cess to insurance. Once again, unless
they are working for the Federal Gov-
ernment or the State government or
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some form of government, they do not
have access to insurance, or a major
corporation.
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And so these are hard working Amer-
icans that are trying to make ends
meet. They make some money and be-
cause of that they do not qualify for
the Medicaid for the indigent. And now
we are trying to take away the only
thing that they might qualify for,
which is to ensure their children an ac-
cess to health care. So in this country
we would hope that as we move for-
ward, we make every effort to make it
affordable and accessible. What good is
it that we have the best health care in
the whole world, the best research, if it
is not accessible and it is not afford-
able? It does not make any sense. So
hopefully we will continue to work on
that.

| just wanted to also add that, addi-
tionally, we have only 43 percent that
have employer based coverage com-
pared to 73 percent for Anglos, which
means that most Hispanics are work-
ing for even smaller companies and so
they do not have any access.

I wanted to share with the Congress-
woman, | represent Starr County on
the Mexican border. | have 11 counties.
Starr County is a beautiful county, yet
it has the distinction of being one of
the poorest in the 2000 Census. It is the
poorest in the entire Nation. In Starr
County we have close to 40 percent of
those between the ages of 19 to 64 are
without health insurance, 40 percent of
the population. And the lack of insur-
ance means restricted access to pre-
ventative care which can lead to costly
emergency room visits, poor quality of
life and even shortened lifespan. While
we have a patchwork of Federal and
State types of programs, we continue
to have difficulty. And | know that
there is a talk about the private sector
coming in. Well, | represent rural
America, too. | have 11 counties. | have
a lot of what we call the ‘“‘brush coun-
try”’ in Texas in San Saba, in Frio, La
Salle, in Atascosa, Duval, Jim Wells
also, those counties out there as well
as Starr and now parts of Hidalgo,
those counties are rural counties, a lot
of them are rural counties and the ones
that are rural counties have difficulty
getting the private sector to come in.
So despite the fact that we have had
the private sector move into Medicare,
they have not had the experience.

I will share with you what happened
to one of my counties that | used to
represent that I do not now, in Wilson
County, where the private sector was
not making the profits that they want-
ed to see. They cannot get rid of the in-
dividuals if they are not making the
profits, but what they can do is decide
not to service the entire county. So
they decided to get rid of most of the
rural counties.

So in rural America we are having a
rough time. And if you work in rural
America and live in rural America,
most likely you are working for a
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small company. You are working for a
small employer who does not have ac-
cess to health insurance. That is why it
is important for us to provide that al-
ternative. That is why it is important
for us to provide that access to health
care that is so critical.

I wanted to also share with the gen-
tlewoman that it is unfortunate that
there are no easy answers, but the re-
ality is that we can come up with if the
will was there, we could make some-
thing happen. But it is unfortunate
that we have not come to grips with it
and we are not close to answering the
problems. But the election is coming
up in 2 years, and people have talked
about meeting the prescription drugs. |
saw the ads lots of time calling to
thank Congressman so-and-so for their
legislation that they had passed. Well,
I want to ask where are they now on
that piece of legislation? Nowhere.

And the same thing with the proposal
on prescription drug coverage that this
administration has put forward. It is
embarrassing. It is a sham. The Bush
administration in terms of their pro-
posal on drug prescription, I am sick
and tired of these types of responses
when people are sincere. When they
come to me when | go to churches they
tell me, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, | cannot afford
to buy the prescription. | cannot afford
it. | buy my husband’s. I cannot buy
mine. We go without food because we
are on fixed incomes.

We have got to do something about
this. Once again, it does not make any
sense for us to have all the remedies in
the world when our own constituency
who are working hard and trying to
make ends meet do not have access to
this.

I wanted to take this opportunity if
it is okay to talk a little bit about the
Hispanic Health Improvement Act that
the gentlewoman is a co-author of that
piece of legislation. | would like to use
a little time on that.

This week we will be introducing the
Hispanic Health Improvement Act with
Senator BINGAMAN and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. SoLls) and
members of the Hispanic Congressional
Caucus. This will be landmark legisla-
tion and it is based on the previous
Hispanic Health Act. | reintroduced it
in the 106th Congress with existing leg-
islation with Senator BINGAMAN, who
has been a champion for us. And | want
to personally thank him for his efforts
in the area of health care because he
has been there.

In addition, we have taken some of
the Federal regulations from the His-
panic Health Leadership Summit, as
the gentlewoman will recall. We con-
vened last August. The Hispanic Cau-
cus convened in a group and incor-
porated many of the suggestions of the
group. And we invited two Members
from each side of the Congress, both
Republican and Democrat, we invited
them to San Antonio to come and talk
about the needs of Hispanic health. We
had a good representation from both
Republicans and Democrats come for-
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ward and participate in our conference.
And the legislation offers a variety of
different strategies for expanding
health care coverage, improving ac-
cess, and that is important.

If you have the decisions that re-
spond to the problems that we are en-
countering but you do not provide the
access, it does not do any good. And
also we talk about affordability. It has
got to be affordable, otherwise forget
it. | do not care how good the response
is. If the person does not have any
money, it is not accessible. It is not af-
fordable. They will not be able to live
unless they get that accomplished.

And then we also reduced and ad-
dressed the health disparities. We know
that in certain communities such as
the Hispanic communities and the Afri-
can-American community that we have
disparities such as diabetes, AIDS and
varieties of others. So while we con-
sider each provision in our bill, we look
to improve it. And | am just going to
highlight just a few things from the
piece of legislation.

In order to address the lack of health
care coverage, the legislation provides
$33 billion between fiscal year 2003 and
2010 for the expansion of the successful
State Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram, SCHIP, and to cover the unin-
sured, low-income pregnant women and
parents. So we are looking at those
working parents and women that are
expecting. In addition, it provides
States the option to enroll legal immi-
grants. Once again, we are not talking
about undocumented illegals. We are
talking about legal residents, legal im-
migrants, pregnant women and chil-
dren, access to both Medicare and
SCHIP.

In addition, the Congressional His-
panic Caucus considers the expansion
of Medicaid and CHIP eligible to be
critical legislative priorities for im-
proving health, Hispanic health. The
bill also seeks to address Hispanic
health disparities and requires an an-
nual report to Congress on Federal pro-
grams or responding to improving
health status of Hispanic individuals
with respect to both diabetes, cancer,
as the gentlewoman has mentioned,
asthma, HIV infection, AIDS, sub-
stance abuse and mental health. And
the legislation provides $100 million for
targeted diabetes prevention as well as
education, school-based programs, and
screening activities in the Hispanic
communities. Similarly, the bill pro-
vides for targeted funds for programs
that were aimed at preventing suicide.

One of the things that we have no-
ticed recently, and when | have first
heard about the issue of suicide among
young Hispanic young ladies, | was not
aware of the seriousness of the situa-
tion and how bad it was, and so the
issue of mental health in responding to
the needs of young Latinos who are
committing suicide. We really need to
be conscious of that. This country has
really not come forward when it comes
to the mentally ill, whether Hispanic
or non-Hispanic. The mentally ill real-
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ly are not addressed and especially our
young, the youths, when it comes to
mental illness, we need to see what we
can do for them much sooner for them
and see how to address these needs. We
are hoping to begin to address the issue
of mental illness.

And | want to lastly indicate that we
seek in the bill to reduce health care
disparities also by addressing the lack
of providers who can provide culturally
competent and linguistically appro-
priate care. That is so important. When
you look at especially therapists that
provide access to psychiatrists to His-
panics who when the doctor is unable
to speak the language of the client,
you know that the type of care is not
going to be up to where it should be.
When in describing the type of medica-
tion that is needed, having an under-
standing of the client in terms of cul-
ture is also extremely important; and
we can cite some examples later on.
But the bill also provides for increased
funding for HRSA, health professions
and the diversity programs.

As you know, the President’s budget
for 2003 budget proposal eliminates vir-
tually all funding for these types of
programs. So you tell me that we are
needing people in the area of health
care in every forum, we need minority
representation in those areas, and yet
these programs that are so needed by
our community are the same programs
that this administration is choosing to
cut.

In addition to the promoting of diver-
sity, these programs support the train-
ing of health professionals in the fields
experiencing shortages, such as phar-
macy, dentistry and allied health.
They promote access to health care
services in the medically underserved
communities.

I want to also mention that the His-
panic Caucus considers increased fund-
ing for those programs a high priority.
As the Hispanic community continues
to grow, the implementation of these
provisions will take on even greater
importance, so the consequences of in-
action will be felt for many years. So
we encourage both the Democrats and
the Republicans and the administra-
tion to reconsider their budget when it
comes to health because their budget is
one that basically says we do not care.
We are not here to respond to the prob-
lems that are confronted by their little
proposal. The President’s proposal is a
sham and | know that people, even Re-
publicans that look at it, ought to be
ashamed of that and they are embar-
rassed because it really does not ad-
dress the issues that confront our com-
munities and address the issues of our
constituency when they come and say,
how can | have access to buy the pre-
scription that | need for my husband or
my wife? And the answer is that unless
we come together on that and unless
we address that need, the bill that is
before us does not answer the problem,
and the solution that is there is only a
political solution that really does not
address the problem that is out there.
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But the constituency back home will
have an opportunity because the elec-
tion will be coming up in 2 years. And
I am hoping that as we go forward that
we will make some inroads. And we
have an opportunity because | know
that both Democrats and Republicans
are looking to get votes from the His-
panics. Well, you have a good oppor-
tunity. You start addressing the prob-
lems that confront our community,
and | think our community will be
willing to respond, | think, if that is
the case. But if you give us lip service
such as we are getting from this ad-
ministration, then the results will be
that you are not going to get our sup-
port and it is not going to happen be-
cause you are not there sincerely try-
ing to address our problems.

I know this is the gentlewoman’s
time. | want to thank the gentlewoman
very much for taking the time to be
out here tonight.

Ms. SOLIS. | thank the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. RODRIGUEZ). It is a
pleasure to be here tonight with him
and other Members that came forward
to speak on this very important issue.

The gentleman touched on so many
important areas that we do not even
have time in our committees, and as a
member of the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, a new member, we did
not even have sufficient time to debate
this new proposal that the administra-
tion is putting forward.

We had about 3 weeks ago Secretary
Tommy Thompson come forward and
talk about the aspect of trying to

block grant Medicaid, and | talked
about that earlier. What it means,
block granting, 1is that we are

racheting down health care. Fewer peo-
ple get fewer health care. Not more
care, fewer. And with the rising in-
crease of population with the unin-
sured, it means less dollars, not only
for Hispanics but for blacks, for Asian
Americans, even for Anglos that right
now are uninsured.
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We have to do something. We have to
take action.

Rural America also has been ne-
glected in this debate. We are not doing
nearly enough to provide incentives for
health care centers, public health care
centers to be adequately funded, serv-
ing our at-risk populations out there
and | mean in particular women and
men over the age of 40 who are still
toiling out there, whether they are
working in the fields or working in
rural America who have no benefit of
health care access.

We need to put funding there. We
have to come up with formulas that are
expanding and broadening support of
the Federal Government to reach out
to these rural communities.

My colleague hit an important note
that | want to touch on also, and that
is, with respect to the shortage of
health care professionals that exist,
the opportunities for people to get into
the medical profession and especially
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in the nursing profession. Many of our
community colleges at this point in
time do not find that they have ade-
quate funding to offer the curriculum
that costs a lot of money, but money
that is invested and well-spent can pro-
vide a product that will mean so much
for our society, and | am asking this
administration to put more money into
those areas, into those health career
professions and create those career lad-
ders and opportunities not only for
Latinos who want to come back and
serve in their community but for all
underrepresented groups and particu-
larly those people who live in rural
America.

I also want to touch on the aspect of
mental health because in that whole
discussion we forget about women and
individuals who are afflicted by domes-
tic violence, people that have the right
under welfare reform, TANF legislation
that provides them the ability to get
help. Many of these individuals are
being asked now to get off of welfare as
we know it and to find jobs, but their
illnesses have not been addressed.
Some have mental illness. Some have
substance abuse. Many are victims, at
least 50 percent of the caseload can re-
port that they have been victims of do-
mestic violence.

Why have we not done a better job of
monitoring those individuals? They are
going to go back into that cycle and
there will be no remedy for them. We
should put dollars up front for preven-
tion in mental health care and that
should be covered by any health insur-
ance program, and that is not being
adequately addressed.

I know that the former Senator Paul
Wellstone had a proposal that is being
reintroduced under his name to try to
provide that incentive for fully cov-
ering mental health care illnesses so
that when we detect them we can get
to those individuals that need that
help to remedy and provide them from
creating more harm to themselves, and
I know that our caucus will be working
hard to promote that.

Lastly, | would just like to say that
we have a long way to go in terms of
health care. We talk about education
as being a privilege and a right for ev-
eryone in America, but | do not think
that we have talked enough about pro-
viding equal access to health care for
Americans and people who reside in
this country. Our country is so
wealthy, we are one of the wealthiest
countries in the world, and yet we fore-
go providing assistance and immuniza-
tion for children to combat TB, to fight
HIV, infections that are now ongoing
in communities like mine and like my
colleague’s.

I ask this administration why, why is
it that we could send billions of dollars
across this country to fight a war and
not use that same money to fight the
wars that are here on our own Earth,
on our own country to combat AIDS, to
combat diseases, chronic illnesses in
here and making an investment in the
very families that are sending their
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young men and women abroad to fight
a war.

It is nonsense that we forego the
kinds of opportunities that we have
here at home to put that money where
it will be well spent, that will reap
profits and benefits for this country
tenfold, in 10 years to come, instead of
bankrupting our system right now.

Those are the questions that | have.
Those are the questions that my con-
stituents have been asking me, and 1|
hope that this administration will step
up to the plate and begin to outline
their plan to provide a recovery for
health care for all Americans but par-
ticularly in this case tonight for the
uninsured and for the Latino commu-
nity.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, |
want to thank the gentlewoman once
again and touch a little bit on a couple
of things that she mentioned.

On the mentally ill, there is no doubt
that is one of the areas that we have
not made the inroads that we should
have. In this country, in a way, we
have been negligent, not being respon-
sive to our youth when it comes to the
mentally ill. We have not provided the
resources that are needed. We forgot
all about Columbine and how that oc-
curred, the fact that we really need to
go and see what is happening. Young-
sters, a lot of them were suffering from
depression. We need to make sure we
pay a little more attention to what is
occurring in those areas and spend
some time and look at the number of
suicides of young people that is occur-
ring.

So | am hoping that we begin to ad-
dress some of these issues, and | am
hoping that the will will be there to
make something happen.

The gentlewoman also mentioned, |
know, the issue of rural America.
Rural America right now, and | rep-
resent 11 counties that | indicated al-
ready that are having a rough time
getting access, and one of the reasons
why we decided to privatize part of
Medicare is because the whole argu-
ment was to try to reduce the costs. In
fact, the other side argued that Medi-
care is a government-run program and
this and that, that they could do it bet-
ter. We have tried that experiment, and
as my colleague well knows, that ex-
periment has failed. In fact, right now,
if a person is under Medicare+, they are
costing the Federal Government more
money than a straight Medicare, de-
spite the fact they might be paying
$300 additional money.

So it is a gimmick to try to destroy
the program. We know and people un-
derstood that if they provide access to
our seniors, they are the ones that they
are less likely to make a profit on be-
cause they are ill. The data that shows
that a person on the average spends
over $1,000 on prescription drug cov-
erage when they are seniors. There is
no insurance company that is going to
be able to make the profits they would
like to see from our most vulnerable in
this country and our seniors, and we
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should not be doing that. We need to
see how we can make it affordable.

What angers me, and | know what an-
gers Americans, is that that same
pharmaceutical company that sells
those products that contributes to the
politicians up here and contributes big
bucks and puts those ads to thank
those Congressmen for nothing basi-
cally because they did not accomplish
a darn thing except the elections were
coming up, those are the same compa-
nies that choose to sell those medicines
in Canada and elsewhere for half the
price, for one-third of the price.

The sincereness of their efforts, it is
a crime what they are committing, and
it is sad that we have got to this point
that those same products can be
bought in Mexico and Canada for much
less, and it is the same company, and it
is unfortunate that the ones that are
having to pay because they claim that
they are doing that for research pur-
poses, and yet who are they sticking it
to? Our most vulnerable, our seniors,
who buy a large percentage of the pre-
scriptions.

So | am hoping that we can come up
with a realistic plan, and the people in
this country, they are not stupid. They
are going to see right through the
President’s proposal on prescription
drugs. It helps a few at the expense of
everyone else, because most people, at
least the constituency of the Hispanic
community, the only thing they have
is Social Security. They do not have
any other pension, and if they do, it is
a small one. They do not have addi-
tional money to dish out $300 or more
for additional coverage, and even
though they get additional coverage,
the private sector is not interested be-
cause if they do get sick they do not
make a profit.

We have all understood that, and
that is why we need to come up to the
plate. This is no way to treat our sen-
iors after they have given of them-
selves. This is a time for us to reach
out to them and provide whatever as-
sistance that we can and to be able to
make it also in a way that is accessible
and affordable.

So | wanted to once again thank my
colleague for what she has done, and |
want to also share that in health care
somehow we have not come to grips be-
cause we do have a lot of Congressmen
out here that basically feel that the
Federal Government should have no
role in health care, and apparently
they feel that way and they feel that it
should be just privatized. But we un-
derstand that people get ill and cost in-
surance companies, and we know that
the insurance companies, as soon as a
person gets a serious illness, will dump
them if they have the opportunity, de-
spite the laws that we have tried to
pass.

That was happening in the 1960s,
when we established Medicare and
Medicaid, and that is happening now,
so the companies are there, and for
good reason, they are there to make a
profit and provide access to health care
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but they are there to make a profit. So
a person does not have any problems
while they are young and healthy, but
as soon as they get ill and they need
them, that is when they start having
the difficulties. Anyone who has gotten
ill understands that and recognizes
that.

So their main priority is to be there
to make a profit and secondary is ev-
erything else, and that is why the Fed-
eral Government has a role and a re-
sponsibility. The health of this country
depends on the quality of life for our
constituency.

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for being here this evening
and sharing his thoughts and words.

Again, | just want to underscore why
we are celebrating here tonight, to talk
about the real issue, and the real issue
is that there is so many millions of
Americans that are uninsured, 40 mil-
lion, and we need to change that, and
we need to do more here in the Con-
gress and work together on both sides
of the aisle to see that we come up
with some remedies that can be taken
care of this legislative session.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. RODRIGUEZ). | want to
thank also other speakers that came
here tonight representing the Congres-
sional Black Caucus, the gentlewoman
from the Virgin Islands  (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN), and also the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. McDERMOTT). |
am very privileged.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
subject of my special order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California?

There was no objection.

———

THE FORGOTTEN DEFICIT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURNS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, tonight I am going to talk about
two very serious issues for this Con-
gress, for this President, certainly its
effect on future generations and cur-
rent and future retirees.

First, | am going to talk about de-
fense spending, the overzealousness of
Washington to continue to increase
spending two, three and four times the
rate of inflation, and what that means
is increasing debt that we are going to
leave to our children.

So what | have titled the first part is
“The Forgotten Deficit,” and though,
right now overshadowed maybe by na-
tional security and the conflict in Iraq,
this year’s budget is very important.
We must reverse the rapid descent into
deficit spending that we have seen in
the recent years.
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Let me give my colleagues an exam-
ple. From the $236 billion surplus that
we had in the year 2000, the budget sit-
uation has deteriorated to a projected
$436 billion deficit. From a $236 billion
surplus 3 years ago now we are looking
at $436 billion Federal funds deficit for
this fiscal year and the same for next
year. This is a swing of more than $600
billion in a $2.1 trillion budget, and
this deficit is going to be much larger
because this deficit from CBO does not
include any money for the defense sup-
plemental that is coming. It does not
include any money for the extra cost of
whatever we might do in lrag, and it
certainly does not include the effects
of any tax cuts.

It should greatly concern us all that
government spending is growing explo-
sively as revenues decline. Discre-
tionary spending has been at least 6
percent each year. The increase in dis-
cretionary spending has been at least 6
percent each year since 1995 at about
7.5 percent each year since 1998.

The chart | have on my left shows
the projected increases on out after
2003, starting in 1993. So fairly flat
from 1993 to 1997 and then a dramatic
growth in spending, and we are looking
at a situation where the discretionary
spending growth will average at least
7.5 percent each year since budget bal-
ance was reached in 1998, about this
level.

This spending increase, compared to
what families are doing, how they are
dealing with their possible increases in
their budgets, is too dramatic to sus-
tain, and it is leaving us huge chal-
lenges and huge problems for the fu-
ture.

The President proposed a budget in-
crease for 2004 of 3.5 percent, but even
so, even though this is a smaller in-
crease than we have seen over the past
years, is still an increase in Federal
Government spending, about twice the
rate of inflation. This includes some
needed spending on defense after Sep-
tember 11, I admit that, but we cannot
excuse unrestrained nondefense spend-
ing which should not be increased dur-
ing the challenge in the war situation
that we are now in on terrorism.
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Tomorrow, our House Committee on
the Budget is going to mark up a budg-
et resolution. | just stress, as strongly
as | can, that it is important to the fu-
ture of our economy and to the future
of this country to start having the in-
testinal fortitude to hold down spend-
ing, to prioritize some of the spending
we do. Some of the spending we do is
much less necessary. Probably much of
it is unnecessary.

As we ask the American people to do
with less, as States all over the coun-
try are cutting back their budgets and
suggesting that people are going to
have to do more for themselves during
these tight times, the Federal Govern-
ment goes merrily along spending, and
I will not give any comparisons to sail-
ors or anybody else because | think we
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exceed almost anybody else’s level of
increased spending.

Government, at the Federal level,
does not have the constraints of most
States that have constitutional lan-
guage that says that they cannot spend
more than what is coming in to their
government. In Washington, we can
simply increase the deficit. And that is
what we are doing. We are going to be
increasing the deficit with this budget,
after we pass this budget. Because of
supplementals coming in, we are going
to increase the Federal limit on the
Federal debt. Every time we increase
the Federal debt, Congress has to pass
a law saying we are going to increase
the Federal debt, and the President has
to sign that law. And that is what we
are doing.

In fact, we have tried to make it easi-
er for ourselves by saying when we pass
a budget that spends more money than
the existing Federal debt, automati-
cally we are going to consider a bill
passed that increases the Federal debt
to the level needed to accommodate
that particular budget. | think this is a
mistake for a couple of reasons, but
one is that it makes it too easy to not
face up to what we are doing with the
increase in debt for this country and
the challenge that that puts on future
generations. | mean, what we are
doing, in effect, is suggesting that our
problems today are so great that it de-
serves us taking the money from the
earnings of our kids and our grandkids
to pay for today’s spending. It is sort of
pretending that they are not going to
have their own problems 20 and 30
years from now.

The debt problem is soon to come to
the fore as Congress is forced to in-
crease the debt limit. The debt limit
today is about $6.4 trillion, and we are
going to dramatically increase that be-
cause we are dramatically increasing
spending. If we cannot have an average
of zero increase in nondefense discre-
tionary spending, we should not have a
tax cut. The enormity of Federal
spending is almost inconceivable. Even
as States and families cut their budg-
ets, the Federal Government is squan-
dering tax dollars faster than ever be-
fore.

The $2.1 trillion proposed budget is
more than the Federal Government
spent in the 178 years between 1789 and
1966. Let me say that again. The budget
that is being proposed for this next
year, that we are working on and the
budget resolution is going to accommo-
date in markup tomorrow in the Com-
mittee on the Budget, is more than
government has spent in the 178 years
between 1789 and 1966. It amounts to
over $7,500 for every man, woman, and
child in the United States. It is neither
fair nor realistic to assume that our
problems today are so great that we
should be putting this burden on our
kids and our grandkids and future gen-
erations. Debt and deficit spending is
an obligation to increase taxes some-
time in the future.

Let me move to the problem of So-
cial Security, which is a huge financial
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problem for this country. Social Secu-
rity is one of the best retirement pro-
grams that we have. And as many of
the people in America, Mr. Speaker,
have heard, Social Security is facing a
very dire financial situation, and that
is because we have a coming Social Se-
curity crisis. Our pay-as-you-go retire-
ment system will not meet the chal-
lenge of demographic change.

This chart represents the number of
workers that are working. And what
happens in this pay-as-you-go system
that we started in 1934 with Social Se-
curity, current workers pay in their
FICA tax, their Social Security tax,
and immediately that money is not
saved in some account for workers
today, but it is immediately spent on
paying the benefits of current retirees.

So when | talk about demographic
change, | am talking about a situation
where 26 people in 1940 were working
and paying in their tax for each re-
tiree. By 2000, it got down to three
workers; three workers now paying a
much-increased percentage of what
they earn to accommodate the retire-
ment of every one retiree. By 2025, we
are looking at people living longer, a
decline in the birthrate, so there will
only be two people working and paying
in their taxes to cover the benefits of
every one retiree. A huge burden. A
huge challenge.

As we borrow all this extra Social Se-
curity money that is coming in now,
and that is going to run out very rap-
idly, currently we are looking at $199
billion more coming in every year, if
you include the interest that is coming
into Social Security over and above
what is required to pay out, by 2016 we
are looking at a situation where there
is no longer going to be enough tax rev-
enues coming in by current workers to
pay for the benefits of current retirees.

Look at this next chart with me. In-
solvency is certain. We know how
many people there are, and we know
when they are going to retire. We know
that people will live longer in retire-
ment. We know how much they will
pay in and how much they are going to
take out in benefits, and payroll taxes
will not cover benefits starting in 2015
or 2016; and the shortfalls will add up
to $120 trillion between 2015 and 2075.
Now, compare those huge numbers of
trillions with our current budget that
we are spending in 1 year. So the next-
year budget that we are looking at is
$2.1 trillion. But over this time period,
we are looking at some way that we
are going to have to increase borrowing
or increase taxes or cut benefits to ac-
commodate that unfunded liability of
$120 trillion.

The biggest risk is doing nothing at
all, and that is what we have been
doing. | first came to Congress in 1993;
but actually, | wrote my first Social
Security bill when | was chairman of
the Senate Committee on Finance in
the State of Michigan, because it was
one of those areas that looked like the
greatest challenge for the Federal Gov-
ernment, how we were going to accom-
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modate the situation where the num-
ber of workers is decreasing in relation
to the number of retirees. And in a
pay-as-you-go system, it just does not
work out. It just is going to mean that
Social Security is going bankrupt un-
less we make some changes.

The longer we put off the solution,
the longer that it is demagogued in
elections, the longer that Members of
Congress and the President and the
Members of the Senate are unwilling to
sit down and talk about solutions, the
more drastic those solutions are going
to have to be. And that is because we
have a temporary surplus coming into
Social Security now, after the huge tax
increase of 1983. The tax increase was
so great that we have temporarily
ended up with more money coming in.

Every dollar that has been coming in,
government takes and spends and
writes the Social Security trust fund
an I0U. So the question is: Where is
government going to come up with this
extra money in 2016 or 2017 when funds
coming in from the FICA tax, from the
payroll tax no longer are large enough
to pay the promised benefits? And to
keep paying promised Social Security
benefits, the payroll tax will have to be
increased by nearly 50 percent, or bene-
fits will have to be cut by 30 percent.

It is unfair. It is unreasonable. It is
unconscionable not to face up to this
problem and to move ahead with this
problem. And of course in most of my
elections, because | have introduced
the Social Security reform bill that
has been scored to keep Social Secu-
rity solvent every session since | have
been in Congress since 1993, my oppo-
nents have demagogued this. They
have said, look, NICK SMITH is trying to
ruin Social Security and, therefore, do
not elect him. But | think more and
more Americans, Mr. Speaker, are now
starting to face up and realize that So-
cial Security is becoming insolvent;
and if we do not deal with it, the prob-
lem is going to be much worse.

Let me just give a little bit of his-
tory on what has happened since we
started Social Security in 1934. Every
time there was a problem of the money
coming in on taxes being less than
what was needed to pay benefits, taxes
were increased and/or benefits were re-
duced. Let us not let that happen this
time. Let us face up to the problem.
Let us deal with it. Let us have both
sides work together, without dema-
goguery, with not playing politics and
trying to criticize either side. And both
sides have been at fault in some of
these situations.

Social Security has a total unfunded
liability of over $9 trillion today. If you
take that $9 trillion that we need today
and spread it out over the time period
of 2015 to 2075, then it means $120 tril-
lion in those future inflated dollars
that we are going to have to come up
with sometime through that time pe-
riod to pay benefits. The Social Secu-
rity trust fund contains nothing but
10Us. So in 2016, 2017 how are we going
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to come up with the money? Do we in-
crease the income tax? Do we increase
the payroll tax?

Already 75 percent of American
workers in this country pay more in
the payroll tax than they do in the in-
come tax. So | say, no, we cannot in-
crease the payroll tax. Will Members of
Congress be brave enough to say, look,
we are going to have to cut back on
some of this other spending? | cer-
tainly hope they will. Our increase in
spending at two and three and four
times the rate of inflation has maybe
been politically wise in a reelection
sense, because as you come up with
new programs and make more promises
to people and say we are going to take
care of more of the problems with the
Federal Government, that means the
Federal Government gets bigger. But
since it is unpopular to increase taxes,
what we have done is increase bor-
rowing. And again, increased borrowing
is nothing more than a promise that
taxes are going to have to go up some-
time in the future.

Mr. Speaker, let me make one last
comment as | conclude tonight’s col-
loquy on some of the problems that we
are facing, and that is that we are deal-
ing with Social Security and spending
and it has been politically wise for
politicians to put off coming up with a
solution on spending. So the tendency
of Congress is we walit until it is al-
most a crisis before we deal with that
crisis.

In terms of coming up with new pro-
grams, Members of Congress have
found that it is easier to get elected be-
cause they go on television cutting the
ribbon and on the front pages of their
newspapers when they come up with
new programs to help people in solving
some problem. Look, there are lots of
problems across the United States. We
have a system of government in the
United States that has served us very
well, but government cannot solve all
those problems, and government should
not solve problems that States and in-
dividuals can solve for themselves.

We have a system not because we are
stronger than people in other coun-
tries, not because we are smarter, but
because our system encourages hard
work; it encourages productivity. So
we have said in our constitution those
individuals that study and use that
knowledge, those that work and save
and invest end up better off than those
that do not.
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That is a system that other countries
around the world are now trying to
copy. Let us get back to that system.
Let us hold the line on spending, and
let us stand up and deal with the Social
Security problem.

——
AMERICA GOING TO WAR AGAINST
IRAQ
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

BURNS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the
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gentleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN
HOLLEN) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, to-
night 1 want to take some time to ad-
dress one of the most serious questions
facing our Nation today, whether we go
to war against lrag in the next few
weeks.

The tragic attacks upon our country
on September 11, 2001, transformed our
thinking about national security in
this country. In the wake of September
11, the Bush administration rightly
sought to define the fundamental mis-
sion of American power around the
goal of fighting international ter-
rorism. After September 11, the inter-
national community rallied behind
America’s war on terrorism with un-
precedented unity and diplomatic,
military, intelligence and other sup-
port. For the first time in its history,
NATO invoked Article V of the Wash-
ington Treaty declaring the September
11 attack to be an attack on all 19
NATO member countries. Within 24
hours of its introduction by the United
States, the U.N. Security Council
passed a resolution unanimously call-
ing on all member countries to support
the war on terror.

The subsequent U.S.-led military ac-
tion against the Taliban forces in Af-
ghanistan and the reconstruction ef-
forts that followed received broad sup-
port from the international commu-
nity.

Now less than 18 months later, the
situation has changed dramatically.
Polls show that anti-American senti-
ment is rising around the world, and
some 70 percent of the world’s citizens
believe that the United States presents
the greatest threat to world peace
today, ahead of Irag and North Korea.

U.S. relations with many of our tra-
ditional allies in the North Atlantic
Alliance are more strained than at any
point in that organization’s history.
Moderates in the Muslim world feel
isolated and have begun to question
their relationship with the United
States. Our credibility has been dam-
aged, and our moral authority eroded.
Many serious threats to our security
are not receiving the attention they
deserve.

How did we get to this state of affairs
just 18 months after the world commu-
nity united behind U.S. leadership in
the war on terrorism? How did we so
quickly squander the reservoir of good-
will that we had immediately after
September 11?

The answer lies squarely with the
Bush administration’s defense and for-
eign policies and the arrogance with
which they have conducted those poli-
cies. Following the successful military
campaign against the Taliban in Af-
ghanistan, the administration began to
redirect its energies toward lrag and
the removal of Saddam Hussein from
power. In his 2002 State of the Union
Address, his speech delivered just 4
months after the terrible al Qaeda at-
tacks on our country, the President
identified Iraq, Iran and North Korea
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as the Axis of Evil; but very quickly
thereafter it became clear that the ad-
ministration would focus its attention
narrowly on just one of these, lIraqg.
And even while bin Laden, the archi-
tect of the September 11 attacks, was
still at large, Saddam Hussein took his
place as the symbol of the new threat
facing America.

Let me make something crystal clear
here. Saddam Hussein is a brutal dic-
tator and his quest for weapons of mass
destruction does pose a threat. The
question for our country is what is the
nature and extent of that threat, and
what is the best way for us to address
it.

I believe that our objective in Iraq
should be lIragi compliance with the
U.N. resolutions that require lrag to
disarm and eliminate its weapons of
mass destruction and its missiles that
exceed the 93-mile range. | also believe
that we must accomplish that objec-
tive in a way that strengthens rather
than diminishes our national security.
It would be a tragic irony indeed if in
the name of fighting terrorism we
made Americans less rather than more
secure, both today and in the future.

Tonight | want to address three
areas: First, the Bush administration’s
approach to Iraq; second, the implica-
tions for America’s national security of
that approach; and third, where do we
go from here. So first, the Bush admin-
istration’s approach to Iraq.

Following the President’s 2002 Axis of
Evil speech, the administration’s goal
of regime change in Iraqg began to take
shape quickly. As columnist William
Safire observed, regime change is a dip-
lomatic euphemism for overthrow of
government or the toppling of Hussein.

On February 5, 2002, testifying before
the Senate Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, Secretary of State Colin Pow-
ell stated, ‘“We still believe strongly in
regime change in Iraq, and we are look-
ing at a variety of options that would
bring that about.”

By March of that year the debate in
Washington over the pros and cons of
military action against Irag was fully
engaged in the newspapers, the talk
shows and the backrooms. Kenneth
Adelman, President Reagan’s arms
control czar and a close ally of the
hawks in the administration, wrote in
the Washington Post that military ac-
tion to remove Saddam Hussein and
bring democracy to Iraq would be ‘“‘a
cake walk.” Others, including former

National Security Advisers to the
President’s father, Brent Scowcroft
and James Baker, |11, argued openly at

that time against unilateral U.S. ac-
tion to deal with Saddam.

Even the superhawks within the ad-
ministration recognized that providing
a legal rationale for regime change
outside the context of the United Na-
tions could prove tricky. While we may
have the power, the power to go around
knocking off nasty dictators, nothing
under international law gives one
country the right to invade another
simply to change the regime. So what
to do?
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The Bush administration needed an
argument, an argument that would
provide the legal underpinning for uni-
lateral American military action
against Iraq or other nations that we
determine to be a similar threat, and
the answer devised by the administra-
tion was laid out in September 2002 in
the national security strategy docu-
ment, the so-called Doctrine of Preven-
tive War. That theory is simple. It is
also tempting. It goes like this: If we
believe that a country will use weapons
of mass destruction or arm terrorists
with weapons of mass destruction
against us, then we would ‘‘not hesi-
tate to act alone if necessary to exer-
cise our right of self-defense by acting
preemptively.”

In other words, the United States has
the right to strike militarily, even if
we have no evidence that such activi-
ties are occurring. We do not have to
know that an attack is imminent, we
can act on our belief that such action
may occur at some point. It may sound
good, but it does not take much to see
that this doctrine is a recipe for inter-
national chaos.

Mr. Speaker, just imagine if India
and Pakistan adopted this approach,
South Asia would be decimated. The
Preventive War Doctrine violates every
principle of international law that the
United States has fought to uphold.

The Bush administration was in fact
asserting that the United States would
be exempt from the very rules we ex-
pect all other nations in the inter-
national community to obey, because
under international law we, and any
other country, already have the right
to take military action to defend our-
selves against an imminent attack
upon ourselves or our citizens. If we
know another country is about to
launch missiles against us, we do not
have to wait for the missiles to land,
we can act preemptively. If we know a
foreign government is arming terror-
ists with weapons of any kind, includ-
ing weapons of mass destruction, we do
not have to wait in order to strike. We
can take preemptive action under Arti-
cle 51 of the U.N. Charter in the face of
that kind of imminent threat.

But Iraq does not fit into that frame-
work. The administration has never
claimed that Irag was behind the Sep-
tember 11 attacks. It is not an immi-
nent threat. It is not poised to attack
us. We have no evidence that it has
transferred or is going to transfer
weapons of mass destruction to any
terrorist group. It has never possessed
missiles capable of delivering weapons
onto U.S. soils, and it is currently in
the process under the U.N. regime of
destroying its missiles with a range of
over 93 miles. Not even this adminis-
tration has claimed that an lraqgi at-
tack is imminent.

Now as the administration rolled out
its new theory of preventive war, and
molded its approach to Iraq it did not
want to go to the United Nations origi-
nally, and it also wanted to cut Con-
gress out of the process in the early
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days. Administration lawyers claimed
that the January 12, 1991 Congressional
resolution authorizing the first Presi-
dent Bush to use force in the Persian
Gulf War gave President Bush, the son,
the right to send American troops into
Iraq without further Congressional ac-
tion.

The American people back then
sensed that things were not going the
right way. Polls showed that Ameri-
cans might support military action
against Irag, but were not comfortable
with America going it alone. And while
the administration never conceded the
legal point about having to go to Con-
gress, it recognized the practical and
political importance of requesting Con-
gressional support, and it got it.

The Congressional resolution was, in
my view, much too broad. It was a
blank check. It gave the President the
authority to take whatever military
action he deemed appropriate without
returning here to Congress for consent.
Nevertheless, the Congressional debate
and the resolution that was passed did
reinforce the growing consensus that
the President should work with our al-
lies and the United Nations.

In November of last year, the admin-
istration itself, divided and under pres-
sure from the American people, from
Congress and British Prime Minister
Tony Blair, took the very important
decision to seek a new United Nations
resolution on Irag and put U.S. policy
into the United Nations framework.

It was a great triumph for foreign
policy of this country that on Novem-
ber 8, 2002, the United States got a
unanimous Security Council vote for
Resolution 1441, calling for resumption
of inspections and enforcement of the
U.N. resolutions on disarmament in
Iraq. But what were the implications
for us of going to the Security Council?

The decision to pursue action
through the United Nations may have
solved one problem, but it created an-
other for the Bush administration. The
administration’s goal of regime
change; in other words, getting rid of
Saddam Hussein, did not fit with the
more limited objective of enforcing
Iraqi compliance with U.N. resolutions
requiring lraqgi disarmament.

Administration hardliners who op-
posed going to the U.N. in the first
place understood that these different
goals could lead to very different ap-
proaches. They did not want to get
mired in the U.N. process, and under-
stood that their goal of forcibly remov-
ing Saddam Hussein from power was
not necessarily consistent with the
goal of enforcing U.N. resolutions. It
was going to be like trying to fit the
square peg into the round hole. And in-
deed, taking the case to the United Na-
tions Security Council led to the clash
of goals that is playing out today in
the United Nations as we speak.

The U.N. strategy, going to the U.N.,
required the administration to shift its
rhetoric and public justification of U.S.
policy toward Iraq from regime change
to the more limited objective, enforc-
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ing Iragi compliance with U.N. resolu-
tions. But short of a coup, or Saddam
Hussein leaving lIragq, regime change
obviously requires military action, but
enforcing the U.N. resolutions does not
necessarily require toppling Saddam
Hussein. And while military action
may ultimately be required to enforce
U.N. resolutions, the two goals, regime
change and compliance with U.N. reso-
lutions, dictate very different ap-
proaches and very different timetables.
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In the U.N. context, the context we
took ourselves in November of last
year, regime change is the last-ditch
option. It only becomes a choice after
it is determined that disarmament has
failed. How and when you reach that
point and what efforts must be taken
before you get to that point is not
clearly spelled out in the resolution. In
this process that we set up, the find-
ings and judgment of the international
inspectors headed by Hans Blix and the

head of the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency, Mohammed ElBaradei,
hold enormous weight. And Iraq

through its actions or inactions can in-
fluence the process and its outcome.
The cost of going to the Security Coun-
cil was clearly going to be over control
of the timetable as we move forward.

But while the administration took
the decision to go to the United Na-
tions, it did not slow or adjust its mili-
tary timetable. The deployment of U.S.
forces went forward at an accelerated
pace. The deadline for full deployment
was mid-February or early March. We
now have over 250,000 troops in the
Gulf; and according to news reports,
they are ready to attack whenever a
decision is made. But the only deadline
spelled out in Security Council Resolu-
tion 1441, passed unanimously by the
Council on November 8, was that in-
spectors were to report to the Council
on progress of disarmament, quote, ‘‘60
days after inspections resume,”” which
turned out to be January 27, 2003. Reso-
lution 1441 did not provide any guid-
ance as to what would happen if Sad-
dam Hussein was found to be at least in
partial compliance with the inspec-
tions by this deadline, or if there was
not a decision in the council to take
military action by then. It did not fore-
see the situation we are in today, a
U.N. process focused on the goal of dis-
armament with one timetable and the
U.S. goal of regime change with its
own military timetable.

Let me now talk about some of the
other arguments that the administra-
tion has advanced as it faced increas-
ing criticism for its approach, because
there have been a number of additional
arguments that have been made beyond
the original argument that Iraq’s quest
for weapons of mass destruction and
the possibility that it will give them to
terrorists pose an unacceptable risk.
The additional arguments rolled out by
the administration include, number
one, an alleged link between Saddam
Hussein and al Qaeda, a link they have
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failed to prove; two, the brutal nature
of Saddam’s regime and the need to lib-
erate the Iraqgi people; and, three, most
recently, in the President’s February
26 speech before the American Enter-
prise Institute, the argument that the
overthrow of Hussein would be a cata-
lyst for the spread of democracy
throughout the Middle East and help
bring about a final settlement to the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, the Bush
administration’s new domino theory.

I want to discuss just two of these
here: first, the argument that regime
change is necessary because Saddam
Hussein is evil; and, second, the claim
that military action will prompt a
democratic domino effect throughout
the region.

First, the argument that military ac-
tion is justified because Saddam Hus-
sein is, quote, “‘an evil ruler.” The hy-
pocrisy of using this argument to jus-
tify regime change is difficult to ig-
nore. Let us not forget that during the
Iran-lraq war the United States sided
with Saddam Hussein. One of the cen-
tral architects of current Bush admin-
istration policy, now-Secretary of De-
fense Donald Rumsfeld, played a key
role in the Reagan administration’s de-
cision to embrace Saddam Hussein in
the early 1980s.

Declassified U.S. Government docu-
ments show that when Rumsfeld vis-
ited Baghdad in December 1983 as a spe-
cial Presidential envoy to pave the way
for the normalization of U.S.-lraq rela-
tions, Iraq was using chemical weapons
on a daily basis in defiance of inter-
national conventions. Five years later,
in 1988, at the end of the Iran-lraqg war,
I traveled to the Irag-Turkish border as
a staffer on the U.S. Senate Foreign
Relations Committee with my col-
league Peter Galbraith. At that time,
thousands of Kurds were fleeing across
the border to seek refuge in Turkey.
We interviewed hundreds of those refu-
gees and documented Iraq’s use of
chemical weapons against the Kurdish
people. Our report formed the basis for
legislation to impose economic sanc-
tions against Iraq for its use of chem-
ical weapons against the Kurds. The
bill passed the United States Senate;
but the Reagan administration, which
included many of the key players in to-
day’s debate, many people who are now
in the Bush administration, opposed
and helped stop that sanctions legisla-
tion when it came here to the House of
Representatives. | challenge anyone to
explain to me how you can oppose eco-
nomic sanctions in 1988 in response to
Irag’s use of chemical weapons against
civilians and then today turn around
and say that those same actions justify
U.S. military force in 2003.

Moreover, if Saddam Hussein’s use of
chemical weapons against his own peo-
ple was the reason for military action,
we should have finished the job during
the Persian Gulf War in 1991. Iraq has
not used chemical weapons since 1988,
since the time my colleague Peter Gal-
braith and | went to the lrag-Turkish
border at the end of the Iran-lraq war.
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But 3 years later in 1991, not only did
we not remove Hussein in Baghdad but
at the end of the war we looked the
other way, the United States looked
the other way for many days, while
Saddam Hussein turned his guns on the
Shias in the south and the Kurds in the
north. This history, | think, exposes
the hypocrisy of the position the gov-
ernment has taken today and the will-
ingness of some people in the adminis-
tration to say anything to further their
ends. The liberation of the Iraqi people
is certainly a desirable goal, but it is
also an argument that could be applied
to many other countries with brutal
regimes around the world. It is not by
itself sufficient justification for U.S.
military action.

Now, more recently, the administra-
tion has advanced the argument that
the removal of Saddam Hussein will
not only liberate the Iragi people but
will result in the spread of democracy
throughout the Middle East. Pro-
moting democracy in the Middle East
is a very attractive goal, but one this
administration has neglected until
now. We have made only feeble efforts
to push even generally supportive gov-
ernments in Saudi Arabia and Egypt to
move toward more openness and more
democracy. And after calling for great-
er democratization of the Palestinian
Authority many months ago, the ad-
ministration has done nothing to help
bring that vision closer to reality. The
belief that democracy is going to some-
how blossom in the Middle East as a re-
sult of U.S. military occupation of Iraq
is a dangerous hallucination. Since
when do we think we can implant
democratic institutions throughout a
region with no experience in democ-
racy through some kind of big bang
theory? True democratic change must
come from within the region. It cannot
be imposed from without. We have not
begun to succeed at building democ-
racy in Afghanistan. On what basis do
we think we can do much better in
Irag, let alone the entire Middle East?
We need only look at the Balkans, for
example, at how difficult the task will
be.

Four years after military interven-
tion, NATO has 35,000 troops stationed
in Kosovo, a region of less than 2 mil-
lion people, and their departure date is
not yet on the horizon. Most experts
believe that the withdrawal of those
troops and others in Bosnia would re-
sult in a return to violence and hos-
tilities. Iraq is a country of 23 million
people. Like Yugoslavia, it is an artifi-
cial construct, in this case strung to-
gether by the British colonial powers
and made up of three major groups, 60
percent Shia, 30 percent Sunni, 10 per-
cent Kurds. The President has pre-
sented this utopian vision of democ-
racy breaking out in the Middle East
after we invade Iraqg. It is just as easy
to imagine a scenario where difficulties
in Irag and the American action there
fuel resentment toward occupying
American troops and inflame the re-
gion against us, strengthening the
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hands of radical Islamic fundamental-
ists and making it more difficult to
promote democracy and other U.S.
goals in the region.

I recently came across an analysis of
the imposing postwar task that we
would face in Iraq, and | would like to
share it with you. This is a quotation:

“It is not clear what kind of govern-
ment you would put in. Is it going to be
a Shia regime, a Sunni regime, or a
Kurdish regime? Or is it one that tilts
toward the Ba’athists, or one that tilts
toward the Islamic fundamentalists?
How much credibility is that govern-
ment going to have if it is set up by the
U.S. military? How long does the U.S.
military have to stay to protect the
people that sign on for that govern-
ment? And what happens to it when we
leave?”’

These are the comments of none
other than then-Secretary of Defense
Dick CHENEY, speaking in April 1991 in
support of former President Bush’s de-
cision to turn back on the road to
Baghdad after we took Saddam Hus-
sein’s forces out of Kuwait. In fact, |
agree with the 1991 Dick CHENEY. It
will be a difficult, a costly and risky
task to undertake the reconstruction
of a postwar Iraq. It will take a long
time, much longer than the 2 years the
administration has suggested. It will
take a sizable U.S. troop presence. And
the U.S. Army’s top uniformed officer
has estimated that it would take hun-
dreds of thousands of troops to feed the
hungry and to keep the peace. Military
action will also require enormous re-
sources. Unofficial Pentagon estimates
put the cost of the war alone at be-
tween $65 and $90 billion. The costs of
reconstruction will be billions more.

So what are the implications? What
are the implications of this policy for
our security? | want to offer three ob-
servations: first, that the administra-
tion’s approach to Irag and the arro-
gance with which it has pursued its
goals has badly damaged our ability to
get the cooperation we need from oth-
ers to protect our security interests
and wage our long-term fight against
terrorism. First, the administration’s
policies have triggered a rapid rise in
anti-American sentiment around the
world. There are those whose response
to this sentiment is, hey, who cares?
Their attitude: we’re the big guys on
the block, so who cares what they
think? That swagger may make us feel
good, but it is foolish. | care what the
rest of the world thinks. We all should.
We should care for the simple reason
that what others think has an impact
on our security. If our actions loosen
our ties to our friends and allies, it un-
dermines our ability to work together
to combat terrorism. If our actions
generate hatred and fuel the ranks of
al Qaeda, it will increase the risk of at-
tack upon us. If our actions undermine
public support for friendly foreign gov-
ernments, we may lose much more in
the long run than we gain today. We
may choose not to change our policies
based on what others think, but it is
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foolish not to try to understand the
views of others when our own security
is at risk.

Having the support of our friends and
allies in the international community
is important to the achievement of
most of our foreign policy objectives.
With respect to Irag, cooperation
would both reduce the cost of war and
increase the prospects of winning the
peace. In the 1991 Persian Gulf War,
former President Bush and then-Sec-
retary of State James Baker received
U.N. Security Council backing for the
use of force to expel Saddam Hussein
from Kuwait. They assembled an im-
pressive coalition of forces and suc-
ceeded in sharing the burden of the
war. The military forces of 18 other
countries participated in the Persian
Gulf War, and more than 85 percent of
the costs of that war were borne by
others. In the current conflict, we face
the opposite problem. Instead of having
others help bear the burden, we are
having to pay others to participate.
Hence, some have dubbed the coalition
that the administration has assembled
not the coalition of the willing, but the
coalition of the bought.

Having international support in Iraq
would also greatly increase the pros-
pects of winning the peace. In addition
to providing financial and peace-
keeping support, truly multilateral ac-
tion in Ilrag would help defuse any
anger that otherwise would be directed
solely against the United States. It
would also be very helpful to have U.N.
participation in the immediate postwar
governing structure in lrag to show
that this is not a war of the United
States against the Islamic and Arab
worlds, but the world against Saddam
Hussein.

Secondly, the Bush approach to Iraq
has badly soured our relations with our
NATO allies. As | mentioned earlier,
the first and only time in the history
of NATO that we invoked article 5 of
the Washington treaty declaring an at-
tack on one member to be an attack on
all was after September 11. This dra-
matic action was followed by unprece-
dented cooperation in various aspects
of the war on terrorism and the U.S.-
led action in Afghanistan. In January,
2002, President Bush met in the Rose
Garden with German Chancellor
Schroeder and warmly praised Ger-
many’s role in the fight against ter-
rorism, in particular for hosting the
Bonn conference for multilateral as-
sistance for the reconstruction of Af-
ghanistan and the German role in
training the Afghan police force. This
sentiment has now given way to Sec-
retary of Defense Rumsfeld’s Euro-
bashing, including his incendiary com-
ments comparing Germany to Libya
and Cuba. The division in NATO is
greater today than at any other time
in its history. Never before have sev-
eral NATO allies actively worked to
defeat a U.S. proposal in the Security
Council.

What caused this dramatic turn-
about? The administration expected
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our allies to fall in lockstep behind its
assessment of the Iragi threat, behind
its assessment of the extent to which
Iraq has complied with the U.N. resolu-
tion and, most importantly, the admin-
istration’s goal of regime change and
its timetable for military action.
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This approach probably reminded
many of the way the Soviet Union used
to dictate to the Warsaw Pact, rather
than the traditional dialogue among
NATO allies.

For many, the administration’s ‘“‘“my
way or the highway’ approach to Iraq
rekindled their resentment of the
unilateralist approach to foreign policy
issues that this administration took
during its first 9 months in office, be-
fore September 11.

During that period, the administra-
tion thumbed its notices at the Kyoto
Treaty on global climate change,
walked away from the Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty and an agreement to
strengthen the Biological Weapons
Convention, and demonstrated its con-
tempt for the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty and the International Criminal
Court.

While the administration could have
offered amendments to address legiti-
mate concerns with some of these
agreements, it chose instead to aban-
don them altogether, totally dis-
missing the views of our allies and
other nations.

Much of this unilateral action was
forgotten immediately after September
11, but the administration’s approach
to Irag has reopened old wounds. Un-
less this split in the alliance is healed,
damage to our interests could be great.
Our allies have been extremely helpful
in tracking down al Qaeda cells around
the world. They have allowed U.S.
troops to traverse their air space or use
their territory for numerous operations
outside of Europe, including the 1991
Persian Gulf War.

NATO currently has 50,000 peace-
keepers in the former Yugoslavia, and
14 NATO allies have forces on the
ground in Afghanistan. It is very dif-
ficult to imagine a successful U.S.-led
operation in lraq without the support
both during the war and during the re-
construction period without the sup-
port of many of our NATO allies.

Third, the administration’s lraq pol-
icy has undermined the United Na-
tions. After the September 11 attacks,
the United Nations Security Council
unanimously adopted an American
sponsored resolution to oblige all 189
member states to crack down on ter-
rorism. Our ambassador to the United
Nations, John Negroponte, called it
““an unprecedented resolution on ter-
rorism in the work of the United Na-
tions.”

Today, the administration argues
that the United Nations will become ir-
relevant if it does not immediately
adopt a second resolution supporting
military force in Iraq. But it is dis-
ingenuous to claim that we are con-
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cerned with the credibility of the
United Nations and, at the same time,
state that we will refuse to be bound by
the Security Council unless it goes our
way. Essentially our position is, the
UN is relevant and credible only as
long as it votes with us.

This kind of behavior undermines the
legitimacy of the Security Council and
the UN process. How can we credibly
seek UN assistance and cooperation in
the post-war building of Irag, as we
are, if we are unwilling to show respect
for the UN process?

We cannot afford to forget the wide
array of important issues that the
United Nations deals with each day,
from AIDS in Africa, peacekeeping in
the Balkans, Cyprus, the Middle East
and elsewhere. It is very much in our
interest to have a viable and strong
United Nations, and our actions should
not undermine this goal.

Second, the administration’s ap-
proach is likely to increase the risk of
terrorist attack against the United
States and threatens to plant the seeds
for more deep-seated resentment in the
Muslim world.

Last October, the CIA testified open-
ly that Iraq for now, ‘“‘appears to be
drawing a line short of conducting ter-
rorist attacks.” In the United States.
But, ‘“‘should Saddam conclude that a
U.S.-led attack could no longer be de-
terred, he probably would be much less
constrained in adopting terrorist ac-
tions.”

In testimony before the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee on February 6, 2003,
CIA director George Tenet stated it
this way: “The situation in the Middle
East continues to fuel terrorism and
anti-U.S. sentiment worldwide.”

In the short-term, | think it is clear
that the threat to Americans will
grow. The real question is whether it
will lead to a higher risk of terrorist
attack in the long term.

Moderates in the region in the Middle
East fear that a U.S. invasion will gal-
vanize radical and ultra-conservative
forces and lend them new credibility
and legitimacy, swelling their ranks
and increasing violent attacks. We
should not forget that bin Laden has
pointed to the U.S. presence in Saudi
Arabia, our military presence there,
the infidels in the Islamic sites of
Mecca and Medina, as the catalyst for
his deep-seated resentment of our Na-
tion. One can only imagine that a U.S.
military occupation of Baghdad, U.S.
alone, could be a recruiting bonanza for
al Qaeda and other terrorist groups.

Others argue that the war on lIraq
will lead to regime change in the Mid-
dle East, but not the kind the adminis-
tration envisions. Instead, the first re-
gimes to go could be in Jordan and
Pakistan, where pro-western govern-
ments have a fragile hold on angry pop-
ulations. If Pakistan topples, many
warn, al Qaeda could gain access to the
nuclear weapons that Pakistan has.

The administration’s single-minded
focus on lrag has also pushed out the
consideration of other issues and badly
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skewed our national security prior-
ities. Osama bin Laden is still at large.
Despite the recent arrests in Pakistan,
other key al Qaeda operatives are at
large. Dramatic attacks, like the one
in Bali, Indonesia, earlier this year,
demonstrate that the international
terrorist network is alive and well.

By elevating the threat of Iraqg to the
most dangerous threat to American se-
curity today, the Bush administration
has helped create the impression that
Iraq possesses the ability somehow of
“blowing the United States off the face
of the Earth.” In fact, while Iraq cer-
tainly presents a threat to its neigh-
bors, and, in a worst case scenario,
could act to facilitate a terrible ter-
rorist attack on this country, it does
not possess nuclear weapons, which are
the most dangerous weapons of mass
destruction, and, unlike North Korea
or Iran, is subject to an international
inspections regime ongoing which can
prevent it from making progress to-
ward that goal.

In fact, it is instructive to remember
that of the three countries identified as
the ‘“‘axis of evil’” in the President’s
2002 State of the Union address, Iraq is
the country farthest away from acquir-
ing such weapons.

So, far from a simple ‘‘us versus
them’”” world that the Bush administra-
tion has painted, America faces a na-
tional security challenge of enormous
complexity. We must simultaneously
cope with several separate and poten-
tially grave threats, from Iraq to North
Korea and the continuing threat of
international terrorist networks. With-
out progress on nuclear nonprolifera-
tion, this list could grow quickly.

At the same time, we remain com-
mitted to an ongoing military presence
in the states of the former Yugoslovia
and to the elusive process of a nego-
tiated settlement of the Arab-lsraeli
conflict. Lack of progress in both these
areas could set back American security
interests and lead to an escalation in
violence and terrorism. In South Asia,
two nuclear countries are poised army-
to-army along a fragile border. And the
list goes on. Eliminating Saddam Hus-
sein will not address these very real
problems.

So, finally, where do we go from
here? We find ourselves at a crossroads.
There is little daylight left. It is not a
question of whether or not we can de-
feat Saddam Hussein militarily. We
can. Rather, it is a question of the
long-term risks to our security by pro-
ceeding in a manner that alienates our
friends, creates opportunities for our
foes, weakens the rule of law and un-
dermines America’s moral authority.

If the threat can be met in other
ways, then why would we not pursue
those options to their fullest? Some
have argued that it is too late, that the
cost of the huge U.S. deployments
overseas demand that these troops not
be brought home without seeing mili-
tary action.

| disagree. The stakes are too high
for that kind of thinking. The costs,
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both human and financial, of deploying
U.S. troops in the region, are insignifi-
cant compared to the costs of full U.S.
military intervention and reconstruc-
tion of post-war Iraq.

We should not use our troop deploy-
ments as an excuse to act under an ar-
tificial timetable. Those deployments
have played a role in achieving the
more muscular inspections that we
have seen in recent months.

We can always choose to take mili-
tary action, but we cannot put the
genie back in the bottle once we go
down that road. Last Friday, Mr.
ElBaradei, the Director of the IAEA,
reported that there was no evidence of
resumed nuclear activities in lrag. He
showed that the United States had un-
wittingly supplied the UN with forged
documents to try and support our
claim that Iraq had revived its nuclear
weapons program.

The chief UN weapons inspector, Dr.
Blix, who Secretary of State Powell
has praised in the past as man of integ-
rity and professionalism, Blix reported
that Iraqg had made progress toward
disarmament and stated that the in-
spection process could be completed in
a matter of months.

The use of force is a powerful and
very important tool of foreign policy,
but one that should generally be used
as a last resort, when all other options
fail. The heightened pressure the Bush
administration has brought to bear on
Irag has focused world attention on
Baghdad and reaped modest, but impor-
tant, results with respect to lraqi dis-
armament. | think most of the world
believes that enforced UN inspections
still have the potential to bring us to
our primary goal, the disarmament of
Iraq.

I believe the United States should
give this process more time, both to
further the goal of disarmament and to
build broader international support for
military action, should that become
necessary to enforce the resolutions.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, | believe
that the overall approach this adminis-
tration has taken is taking us in a dan-
gerous direction. | believe our moral
standing, our greatest source of
strength, has been diminished. We can-
not build a more democratic and a
more open world on the administra-
tion’s policies of preventative war, dis-
dain for international law and neglect
of international cooperation.

We have our work cut out for us. We
must fight for policies that help re-
build America’s moral authority in
world affairs. We must articulate a
credible alternative foreign policy doc-
trine that is not based on American
exclusionism, but on America’s stake
as a leading partner in a diverse inter-
national community.

We are a strong and rich country. We
experienced a terrible tragedy on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, but we do not have to
act out of fear. Our strongest weapon
against hatred and extremism are our
high ideals, our democratic example
founded on the rule of law. We cannot,
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we must not, allow this administration
in the name of those ideals to pursue
policies that are not worthy of our Na-
tion’s great history.

| yield the remainder of my time to
the gentleman from North Carolina.

———

DEALING WITH A DEADLY
CHALLENGE ON IRAQ

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman for
yielding, and congratulate him on a
very fine and thoughtful statement.

Mr. Speaker, there is a good possi-
bility that our country will be at war
in Iraq before the month is out. The
President held out little hope for any
alternative approach to disarming lraq
at his press conference last Thursday.
Yet a majority of the American people
continue to urge for more time for in-
spections while we are facing some-
thing close to a diplomatic meltdown
with major allies. A failure to secure
allied support will have major con-
sequences for every American. Our citi-
zens alone will shoulder the financial
burden of this war and its aftermath.
Our troops will need to be kept indefi-
nitely in post-war lIraq, our country
alone as an occupying force will be the
target of hatred, resentment and hos-
tility from many in the Arab world,
and America will risk losing our stand-
ing among the world’s democracies as
one who leads by moral suasion and ex-
ample as well as by military might.

Pollsters here at home say they have
rarely seen an issue where the public’s
reaction is more conditional or ambiv-
alent. Tonight | want to suggest this is
because the Bush administration has
not answered basic questions about
this war and has backed us into a situ-
ation where we seem to be choosing be-
tween equally unsatisfactory ways of
dealing with what most agree is a dead-
ly challenge.
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The distinguished historian William
Leuchtenburg citing Thomas Jeffer-
son’s maxim that ‘‘great innovation
should not be forced on slender majori-
ties,” recently contrasted George W.
Bush’s unilateralism to the behavior of
previous wartime Presidents and found
him ““unique in his defiance of so much
international and domestic opinion.”

Many of our constituents believe
that the full range and intensity of
public opinion has not been visible or
audible in Congress. One reason is that,
by our vote of October 10 which gave
the President an open-ended authoriza-
tion for the use of force, this institu-
tion forfeited its coordinate decision-
making role. Mr. Speaker, an up or
down vote on a resolution authorizing
force is at best a blunt instrument for
checking the executive’s constitutional
dominance of foreign and military pol-
icy; but by granting unchecked author-
ity months in advance, we made that
instrument blunter yet.

Still, | believe the questions and the
challenges to the President’s approach
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emanating from the Congress, and from
Democratic Members in particular,
have been more persistent and more
consistent than most media accounts
have acknowledged. It is true, Demo-
crats were divided on final passage of
the October resolution. And, in fact,
this is not an issue on which a stance
of absolute opposition is called for. We
all understand Saddam Hussein to be a
brutal dictator who is implacably hos-
tile to our country and what we stand
for. There is near unanimity in this
body and in the international commu-
nity that whatever capacity he has to
make or use weapons of mass destruc-
tion must be ended.

But critical questions remain regard-
ing alternative means to this end.
Many Members of this body have raised
these questions with increasing inten-
sity in recent weeks; and unfortu-
nately, the Bush administration has
rarely provided satisfactory answers.
What accounting do we have for the
costs and risks of a military invasion?
How are we to secure and maintain the
support and engagement of our allies?
Can Irag be disarmed by means that do
not divert us from or otherwise com-
promise equally or more urgent
antiterrorist and diplomatic objec-
tives? And do we have a credible plan
for rebuilding and governing postwar
Irag, and have we secured the nec-
essary international cooperation to en-
sure that this does not become a per-
ceived U.S. occupation?

Administration officials, for exam-
ple, have persistently refused to put a
price tag on a U.S. invasion which, un-
like the Gulf War, would have almost
no financial backing from allies. The
President’s budget omits any reference
to an Iraq war. With deficits for 2003
and 2004 already predicted to break his-
toric records and $2 trillion slated to be
added to the national debt by 2008, the
addition of $80 billion to $200 billion in
war costs could not come as welcome
news. But it is an insult to this body
and to the American people to submit
a budget that absolutely fails to give
an honest accounting, even within
broad limits, of what those costs would
be.

Daily dispatches from Korea leave
little doubt that North Korea is taking
advantage of our preoccupation with
Irag to dangerously ratchet up its nu-
clear program, and that the adminis-
tration’s diplomacy has not been up to
this challenge.

And now we learn that the Bush ad-
ministration, which, truth to tell, has
never had its heart in Middle East
peace-making, has rebuffed its so-
called quartet partners, the European
allies, Russia, and the United Nations,
and insisted on yet another postpone-
ment in publishing the long-antici-
pated ‘‘road map’ to an Israeli-Pales-
tinian settlement. Why? Because of the
crisis in lIraq. President Bush in De-
cember demanded that release of the
timetable for reciprocal steps and ne-
gotiations be delayed until after the
Israeli elections. Now he is insisting
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again that the effort be delayed, this
time until after we deal with Iraq,
seemingly thinking that victory in
Iraq will be the key to solving this and
most other problems in the Middle
East.

As the New York Times editorialized
last Sunday, ‘“The Bush administration
has not been willing to risk any polit-
ical capital in attempting to resolve
the conflict between Israel and the Pal-
estinians, but now the President is
theorizing that invading Iraq will do
the trick.”

The fact is that the festering Israeli-
Palestinian conflict and the Bush
administrations’s failure to do any-
thing about it represent an enormous
obstacle to enlisting the support we
need to achieve our objectives in the
region, including the war on terrorism.
That is certainly the way the Euro-
peans see it; and the President’s rebuff
has further poisoned the atmosphere,
even as the administration struggles to
gain allied support for military action
against Irag. Among the angriest allies
reportedly is Britain’s Prime Minister
Tony Blair, who for months has plead-
ed with President Bush to become more
involved in Israeli-Palestinian peace-

making.
The administration’s torpedoing of
the Quartet initiative is also ill ad-

vised and ill timed with respect to Pal-
estinian efforts at reform. It comes
precisely at the time that President
Arafat, under considerable pressure,
has nominated Mahmoud Abbas, other-
wise known as Abu Mazen, for the new
position of Prime Minister of the Pal-
estinian Authority. Abu Mazen, with
whom the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
DAvis) and | had a cordial and useful
visit in Ramallah in December, has
been an outspoken critic of the mili-
tarization of the Palestinian uprising.
How successful his appointment proves
in reforming Palestinian governance
will depend, among other things, on
how much real authority he and his po-
sition are given. But President Bush
could hardly have picked a more inaus-
picious time to throw cold water on the
plans to get back to negotiations.

“There was a lot of dismay when the
road map was put off before, and the
dismay right now is even worse,”” one
European diplomat told a New York
Times reporter. “Without hope, the
power of extremists will only grow,”
added another.

Such, Mr. Speaker, are the costs of
allowing Iraq to trump everything else
on our antiterrorist and diplomatic
agenda.

Mr. Speaker, the world welcomed the
President’s decision last fall to take
the Iraq matter to the United Nations
and, apparently, to give more extensive
inspections and the supervised destruc-
tion of weapons a chance to work. But
his rhetoric since that time has led
many to believe that he has always re-
garded the inspections as foreordained
to failure and war as the only recourse.
Suspicions have deepened as adminis-
tration statements about links be-
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tween Iraq and al Qaeda have become
less and less measured. Such state-
ments have helped persuade some 42
percent of the American public that
Saddam Hussein was personally respon-
sible for the 9-11 World Trade Center
attacks. But prospective allies exam-
ining the rationale for war have under-
standably been less impressed.
Inspections, of course, are a two-way
street. They will never work without
Irag’s willing cooperation; and that co-
operation, as Mr. Blix and Mr. EI
Baradei have made clear, has been far
from satisfactory. No matter how nu-
merous or how skilled the inspectors
are, they cannot find what amounts to
needles in haystacks without honest
and complete information regarding
the weapons and the material which
the Iragis claim to have destroyed and

the whereabouts of any remaining
stockpiles.
Still, it does matter how we reach

the conclusion that Iraq has effectively
continued its defiance that the inspec-
tions have failed, and that war is the
only remaining option. In fact, the re-
port of the inspectors at the United Na-
tions last Friday significantly under-
mined the American position, arguing
that progress has, in fact, been made
and discounting the dangers of any
Iragi nuclear program.

It is essential that the world know
and face the fact, as the President said
last Saturday, that Iraq is still vio-
lating the demands of the United Na-
tions by refusing to disarm. But we un-
dermine our own credibility when we
scoff at the destruction of a stockpile
of Al Samoud missiles as a matter of
no consequence, or insist on a U.N. res-
olution with so short a time frame as
to make it seem merely a pretext for
war.

In fact, the U.N. inspectors them-
selves have specified the tasks remain-
ing before them, and there is every rea-
son to support the systematic pursuit
of those objectives within a tight, but
feasible, time frame. In the meantime,
we must resist the notion that the al-
ternatives confronting us are either to
invade in the next few days or to ap-
pear to “‘back down’ in a humiliating
and dangerous fashion.

It is true that the massing of 235,000
troops has created a momentum of its
own, and they cannot stay in place in-
definitely. But the risks and the costs
of an invasion undertaken in the face
of major allied opposition remain, and
we need to give full consideration to
options that avoid either leaving Iraqg’s
weapons in place or inexorably march-
ing to war.

What might those options be? Mi-
chael Walzer has suggested inten-
sifying what he calls the “little war”
in which we are already engaged and
challenging the French and the Ger-
mans and the Russians to become part
of the solution. This could include ex-
tension of no-fly zones to cover the en-
tire country, maintaining an embargo
on strategic and dual-use materials,
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and intensifying the program of inspec-
tions and weapons destruction under
international control.

If such a program succeeded in de-
stroying or neutralizing Irag’s weapons
capability, the U.S. and the U.N. could
credibly declare their mission accom-
plished, and most of the troops could
return home, having created the mili-
tary pressure that helped prompt com-
pliance. | realize that at present, pros-
pects for such an outcome appear to be
fading. But when we are in an unten-
able position, contemplating outcomes
that are equally unacceptable, we have
an obligation to press in new direc-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, whatever course our
President and our country take, we
will give our men and women in uni-
form our full support, and I am con-
fident that a unified Congress will pro-
vide whatever resources they need to
succeed. | have been moved by the fare-
well ceremonies for National Guard
units in my own district, and | have
the utmost respect for the service and
sacrifice that these men and women ex-
emplify. The debates we have over for-
eign and military policy do not change
that in the least. In fact, we owe them,
and all of our citizens, this debate, so
that we do not choose our Nation’s
course either impulsively or by default,
but with due consideration of our Na-
tion’s interests and values, and consid-
eration of how our vast power can be a
force for what is just and right in the
world. May God grant us wisdom and
courage for the facing of these days.

——————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. NADLER (at the request of Ms.
PELOsI) for today on account of official
business in the district.

Mr. SNYDER (at the request of Ms.
PeELosI) for today and the balance of
the week on account of medical rea-
sons.

Mr. JoHNsoN of Illinois (at the re-
quest of Mr. DELAY) for today and the
balance of the week on account of inju-
ries suffered in a car accident and doc-
tor’s orders to stay in the district.

———

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. VAN HOLLEN) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for
5 minutes, today.

Ms. WOoOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BLUMENAUER, for 5 minutes,
today.

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KLINE) to revise and ex-
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tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:

Mr. DELAY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
today, March 12 and 13.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, for 5
minutes, today.

Mrs. BIGGERT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. WoLF, for 5 minutes, March 12
and 13.

Mr. Cox, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. JoNES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, March 13.

(The following Members (at their own
request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-

rial:)
Mr. McDermMoOTT, for 5 minutes,
today. i
Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA, for 5 minutes,
today.
————
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.

Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 57 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, March 12, 2003, at 11 a.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1028. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Thiophanate Methyl;
Pesticide Tolerance for Emergency Exemp-
tions [OPP-2002-0355; FRL-7285-9] received
February 3, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

1029. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Cyprodinil; Pesticide
Tolerance [OPP-2002-0344; FRL-7289-7] re-
ceived February 3, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

1030. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — 6-Benzyladenine; Tem-
porary Exemption From the Requirement of
a Tolerance [OPP-2002-0308; FRL-7287-2] re-
ceived February 3, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

1031. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Oxadiazon; Tolerance
Revocations [OPP-2002-0086; FRL-7187-3] re-
ceived January 22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

1032. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — 4-(Dichloroacetyl)-1-
Oxa-4-Azaspiro [4.5] Decane; Pesticide Im-
port Tolerance [OPP-2002-0245; FRL-7199-4]
received January 22, 2003, pursuant to 5
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U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

1033. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Pesticides; Tolerance
Exemptions for Polymers [OPP-2003-0039;
FRL-7291-7] received February 20, 2003, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

1034. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Pelargonic Acid (Nona-
noic Acid); Exemption from the Requirement
of a Pesticide Tolerance [OPP-2002-273; FRL-
7278-7] received February 20, 2003, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

1035. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for
Chemical Recovery Combustion Sources at
Kraft, Soda, Sulfite, and Stand-Alone
Semichemical Pulp Mills [OAR-2002-0045; AD-
FRL-7446-6] (RIN: 2060-AK53) received Feb-
ruary 13, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1036. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Approval and Promul-
gation of Implementation Plans; New Jersey;
Motor Vehicle Enhanced Inspection and
Maintenance Program [Region Il Docket No.
NJ55-248, FRL-7441-4] received February 13,
2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1037. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Approval and Promul-
gation of State Plans For Designated Facili-
ties and Pollutants: New Hampshire; Plan
for Controlling MWC Emissions From Exist-
ing Municipal Waste Combustors [NH-51-
7175a; FRL-7447-7] received February 3, 2003,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

1038. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Approval and Promul-
gation of Air Quality Implementation Plans;
Maryland; Amendments to Volatile Organic
Compound Requirements from Specific Proc-
esses [MD129/130-3089a; FRL-7437-7] received
February 3, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1039. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Revisions to the Cali-
fornia State Implementation Plan, Santa
Barbara County Air Pollution Control Dis-
trict and Yolo-Solano Air Quality Control
District [CA 271-0374a; FRL-7427-8] received
January 22, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1040. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Protection of Strato-
spheric Ozone: Listing of Substitutes for
Ozone-Depleting Substances [FRL-7443-4]
(RIN: 2060-AG12) received January 22, 2003,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

1041. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Ohio: Final Authoriza-
tion of State Hazardous Waste Management
Program Revision [FRL-7442-8] received Jan-
uary 22, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
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801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1042. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Determination of Non-
attainment as of November 15, 1999, and Re-
classification of the Metropolitan Wash-
ington, D.C. Ozone Nonattainment Area; Dis-
trict of Columbia, Maryland, Virginia
[DCO039-2030; MDO073-3101; VA090-5063; FRL-
7441-9] received January 22, 2003, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

1043. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Clarification to In-
terim Standards and Practices for All Appro-
priate Inquiry Under CERCLA and Notice of
Future Rulemaking Action [[FRN-7442-4]
(RIN: 2050-AF05) received January 22, 2003,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

1044. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Approval and Promul-
gation of Implementation Plans Florida: Ap-
proval of Revisions to the Florida State Im-
plementation Plan [FL-82-200309a; FRL-7443-
3] received January 22, 2003, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

1045. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Revisions to the Cali-
fornia State Implementation Plan, San Joa-
quin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control
District [CA255-0385; FRL-7448-1] received
February 20, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1046. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Revisions to the Cali-
fornia State Implementation Plan, Monterey
Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District,
San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution
Control District received February 20, 2003,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

1047. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protecton Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s final rule — Approval and Promul-
gation of Air Quality Implementation Plans;
Wisconsin; Nothern Engraving Environ-
mental Cooperative Agreement [WI112-01-
7342b, FRL-7411-5] received January 22, 2003,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

1048. A letter from the Acting Principal
Deputy Associate Administrator,
Environmerntal Protection Agency, trans-
mitting the Agency’s final rule — Revisions
to the California State Implementation
Plan, Imperial County Air Pollution Control
District [CA273-038la; FRL-7 452-3] received
February 20, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1049. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zones, Security
Zones, Drawbridge Operation Regulations
and Special Local Regulations [USCG-2002-
13968] received February 27, 2003, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

1050. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Atlantic
Ocean Bad Boys Il Film Production [COTP
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Miami 02-118] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received Feb-
ruary 27, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1051. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Ohio River,
Mile 602.0 to 604.0, Louisville, Kentucky
[COTP Louisville 02-06] (RIN: 2115-AA97) re-
ceived February 27, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1052. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Huntington
Beach Offshore Grand Prix, Huntington
Beach, California [COTP Los Angeles--Long
Beach 02-013] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received Feb-
ruary 27, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1053. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone Regulations;
Indian River, 4th of July Celebration, Cocoa,
FL. [COTP Jacksonville 02-083] (RIN: 2115-
AA97) received February 27, 2003, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

1054. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Biscayne
Bay — Port of Miami, Miami FL. [COTP
Miami 02-107] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received Feb-
ruary 27, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1055. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Southwest
Pass Sea Buoy To Nashville Ave Wharf, Mile
Marker 100.8, above Head of Passes, Lower
Mississippi River, New Orleans, Louisiana
[COTP New Orleans-02-020] (RIN: 2115-AA97)
received February 27, 2003, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

1056. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Upper Mis-
sissippi River Mile 497.5 to 497.7, LeClaire, 1A
[COTP St. Louis 02-014] (RIN: 2115-AA97) re-
ceived February 27, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1057. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Upper Mis-
sissippi River Mile 496.4 to 496.6, LeClaire, 1A
[COTP St. Louis 02-013] (RIN: 2115-AA97) re-
ceived February 27, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1058. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Tennessee
River, Mile Marker 612.0 to 625.0 [COTP Pa-
ducah, KY 02-008] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received
February 27, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1059. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Cassville
Twin-O-Rama Fire Works, Cassville WI
[COTP St. Louis, MO-02-012] (RIN: 2115-AA97)
received February 27, 2003, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.
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1060. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Highway 90
Bridge, Pascagoula River, Pascagoula, Mis-
sissippi [COTP Mobile, AL 02-016] (RIN: 2115-
AA97) received February 27, 2003, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

1061. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Atlantic
Ocean, Bad Boys Il Film Production [COTP
Miami 02-113] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received Feb-
ruary 27, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1062. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Biscayne
Bay Dinner Key Channel, FL. [COTP Miami
02-103] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received February 27,
2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1063. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Colorado
River, Laughlin, NV [COTP San Diego 02-008]
(RIN: 2115-AA97) received February 27, 2003,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1064. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Port of
Miami Bad Boys Il Film Production [COTP
Miami 02-092] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received Feb-
ruary 27, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1065. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Miami
River, Miami FL [COTP Miami 02-075] (RIN:
2115-AA97) received February 27, 2003, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

1066. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Lower Mis-
sissippi River, Mile Marker 590.5 to 592.0,
Rosedale, Mississippi [COTP Memphis-02-009]
(RIN: 2115-AA97) received February 27, 2003,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1067. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Security Zone; Cum-
berland River, Mile Marker 190.5 to 192.0,
Nashville, Tennessee [COTP Paducah-02-009]
(RIN: 2115-AA97) received February 27, 2003,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1068. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Ohio River,
Mile Marker 943.0 to 945.0 [COTP Paducah,
KY 02-007] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received Feb-
ruary 27, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1069. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; North San
Diego Bay, CA [COTP San Diego 02-014] (RIN:
2115-AA97) received February 27, 2003, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.
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1070. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Fireworks
Display, New Jersey Pierhead Channel, NJ
[CGDO01-02-086] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received Feb-
ruary 27, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1071. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; 4th of July
Celebration, Salem, Massachusetts [CGD1-02-
087] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received February 27,
2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1072. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Kansas City
Aviation and Air show Expo, Kansas City,
MO [COTP St. Louis 02-015] (RIN: 2115-AA97)
received February 27, 2003, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

1073. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Upper Mis-
sissippi River Mile 662.5 to 663.6, Lansing IA
[COTP St. Louis, MO-02-016] (RIN: 2115-AA97)
received February 27, 2003, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

1074. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Middletown
4th of July Fireworks Display, Connecticut
River, CT [CGD01-02-066] (RIN: 2115-AA97) re-
ceived February 27, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1075. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zones; Orchard
Beach, Long Island Sound, NY [CGD01-02-079]
(RIN: 2115-AA97) received February 27, 2003,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1076. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Main Pass,
Block 4, 29 degrees 41'34’N, 089 degrees
20°22'W, Gulf of Mexico [COPT New Orleans-
02-021] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received February 27,
2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1077. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Mississippi
River Gulf Outlet Channel, mile marker 49.0,
in the vicinity of light 111 and 112, Louisiana
[COTP New Orleans-02-019] (RIN: 2115-AA97)
received February 27, 2003, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEE ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIlI, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. THOMAS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 877. A bill to amend title XI of
the Social Security Act to improve patient
safety; with an amendment (Rept. 108-31, Pt.
1). Ordered to be printed.
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Mr. SENSENBRENNER: Committee on the
Judiciary. H.R. 5. A bill to improve patient
access to health care services and provide
improved medical care by reducing the ex-
cessive burden the liability system places on
the health care delivery system; with an
amendment (Rept. 108-32, Pt. 1). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. TAUZIN: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. H.R. 5. A bill to improve patient
access to health care services and provide
improved medical care by reducing the ex-
cessive burden the liability system places on
the health care delivery system; with an
amendment (Rept. 108-32, Pt. 2). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure. H.R. 866.
A bill to amend the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act to enhance the security of
wastewater treatment works (Rept. 108-33).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

———

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the
following action was taken by the
Speaker:

H.R. 877. Referral to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce extended for a period
ending not later than March 13, 2003.

————
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. HOUGHTON:

H.R. 1169. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for the perform-
ance of certain tax collection services by
contractors; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. BURNS (for himself, Mr.
HASTERT, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. CASTLE,
Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. TIBERI, Mr.
WiLsoN of South Carolina, Mr. COLE,
Mr. KLINE, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Ms. WAT-
SON, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mr.
TANCREDO):

H.R. 1170. A bill to protect children and
their parents from being coerced into admin-
istering psychotropic medication in order to
attend school, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 1171. A bill to provide grants to law
enforcement agencies to use iris scanning
technology to conduct background checks on
individuals who want to purchase guns; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BACA (for himself, Mr. TAYLOR
of Mississippi, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
ACEVEDO-VILA, Mr. TERRY, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. RAN-
GEL):

H.R. 1172. A bill to amend titles 10 and 14,
United States Code, to provide for the use of
gold in the metal content of the Medal of
Honor; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BACA (for himself, Mr. Simp-
SON, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Mr. BURR, and Ms. GINNY
BROWN-WAITE of Florida):

H.R. 1173. A bill to provide for the award of
a gold medal on behalf of Congress to Arnold
Palmer in recognition of his service to the
Nation in promoting excellence and good
sportsmanship in golf; to the Committee on
Financial Services.

H1743

By Mr. BACA (for himself, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Mr. JAcksoN of Illinois,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. CAR-
SoN of Indiana, and Mr. CLAY):

H.R. 1174. A bill to provide for the award of
a gold medal on behalf of the Congress to
Tiger Woods, in recognition of his service to
the Nation in promoting excellence and good
sportsmanship, and in breaking barriers with
grace and dignity by showing that golf is a
sport for all people; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

By Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina
(for himself, Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE
of Florida, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin,
and Mr. DEMINT):

H.R. 1175. A bill to amend the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 to extend the discretionary spending
limits through fiscal year 2008, to extend
paygo for direct spending, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Budget, and
in addition to the Committee on Rules, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. BEREUTER:

H.R. 1176. A bill to amend the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991, relating to the 1-35 High Priority Cor-
ridor from Laredo, Texas, to Duluth, Min-
nesota; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

By Mr. DEMINT (for himself, Mr. AKIN,
Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. BEAUPREZ, Mr.
BURR, Mr. CANNON, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. COBLE, Mr. COLE,
Mr. Cox, Mr. CRANE, Mr. DREIER, Mr.
ENGLISH, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr. FRANKS
of Arizona, Mr. GRAVES, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. HAYES,
Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mr. [ISAKSON, Mr.
ISTOOK, Mr. JANKLOW, Mr. JONES of
North Carolina, Mr. KOLBE, Mr.
LAHoOD, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. NoRwooD, Mr. OTTER, Mr. PAUL,
Mr. PITTS, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan,
Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. TERRY, Mr. TIAHRT,
Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. UPTON, Mr. WELDON
of Florida, Mr. WYNN, and Mr.
TANCREDO):

H.R. 1177. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide additional
choice regarding unused health benefits in
cafeteria plans and flexible spending ar-
rangements; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida:

H.R. 1178. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit against
income tax for medical malpractice liability
insurance premiums, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on the Judiciary,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. COBLE (for himself, Mr.
BONNER, Mr. WiLsoN of South Caro-
lina, and Mr. BACHUS):

H.R. 1179. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to permit an individual to oper-
ate a commercial motor vehicle solely with-
in the borders of a State if the individual
meets certain minimum standards prescribed
by the State, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. COX:

H.R. 1180. A bill to promote the use of hy-
drogen fuel cell vehicles, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
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and in addition to the Committees on Energy
and Commerce, and Government Reform, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.
By Mr. DEAL of Georgia (for himself,
Mr. GORDON, and Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina):

H.R. 1181. A bill to amend the Tennessee
Valley Authority Act of 1933 to ensure that
promoting recreation is treated as a primary
purpose in the operation of dams and res-
ervoirs under the possession and control of
the Tennessee Valley Authority; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. DEAL of Georgia (for himself,
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr.
WAMP, Mr. PALLONE, and Mrs. EMER-
SON):

H.R. 1182. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to exclude
brachytherapy devices from the prospective
payment system for outpatient hospital
services under the Medicare Program; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in
addition to the Committee on Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. DELAHUNT (for himself and
Mr. SAXTON):

H.R. 1183. A bill to promote the Sensible
Development of Renewable Energy in the
Waters of the Coastal Zone, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. DINGELL:

H.R. 1184. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to increase cer-
tain criminal penalties, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure, and in addition to the
Committee on the Judiciary, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. ENGLISH (for himself and Mr.
POMEROY):

H.R. 1185. A bill to clarify the tax status of
the Young Men’s Christian Association re-
tirement fund; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. ENGLISH:

H.R. 1186. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for proration of
the heavy vehicle use tax between successive
purchasers of the same vehicle; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ENGLISH:

H.R. 1187. A bill to impose a retroactive, 2-
year moratorium on inclusion of unemploy-
ment compensation in gross income; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA:

H.R. 1188. A bill to amend titles XI and XIX
of the Social Security Act to provide for
American Samoa treatment under the Med-
icaid Program similar to that provided to
States; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA (for himself
and Ms. BORDALLO):

H.R. 1189. A bill to increase the waiver re-
quirement for certain local matching re-
quirements for grants provided to American
Samoa, Guam, the Virgin Islands, or the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA:

H.R. 1190. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to extend the eligibility for
housing loans guaranteed by the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs under the Native Amer-
ican Housing Loan Pilot Program to vet-
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erans who are married to Native Americans;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. GALLEGLY:

H.R. 1191. A bill to provide a grant program
for gifted and talented students, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Mr. GUTIERREZ (for himself, Mr.
FARR, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of
Florida, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
SANDERS, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. LEE, Ms.
SoLis, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. HASTINGS of
Washington, Ms. KILPATRICK, Ms.
DELAURO, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. LIPIN-
SKI, Mr. EVANS, Mr. SABO, Mr. BROWN
of Ohio, Mr. OWENS, Mr. KUCINICH,
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. FATTAH, Mr.
STARK, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. LYNCH, Mr.
RAHALL, Mrs. MALONEY, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. GREEN of
Texas, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of
California, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. TIERNEY,

Mr. KILDEE, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
NADLER, Mr. MATsuI, Mr. DEFAzIO,
Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr.

DAvis of Illinois):

H.R. 1192. A bill to provide for livable
wages for Federal Government workers and
workers hired under Federal contracts; to
the Committee on Government Reform, and
in addition to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. HAYES:

H.R. 1193. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide permanent authority
for certain chaplain-led family support pro-
grams of the Department of Defense; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. HERGER:

H.R. 1194. A bill to amend the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 to enable Federal agen-
cies responsible for the preservation of
threatened species and endangered species to
rescue and relocate members of any of those
species that would be taken in the course of
certain reconstruction, maintenance, or re-
pair of Federal or non-Federal manmade
flood control levees; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky:

H.R. 1195. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to direct the Secretary
of Health and Human Services to carry out a
demonstration program under the Medicare
Program to examine the clinical and cost ef-
fectiveness of providing medical adult day
care center services to Medicare bene-
ficiaries; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr.
CROWLEY, and Ms. LEE):

H.R. 1196. A bill to provide a United States
voluntary contribution to the United Na-
tions Population Fund; to the Committee on
International Relations.

By Mr. MORAN of Virginia (for himself
and Mr. MCGOVERN):

H.R. 1197. A bill to direct the Consumer
Product Safety Commission to promulgate a
consumer products safety standard that re-
quires manufacturers of certain consumer
products to establish and maintain a system
for providing notification of recalls of such
products to consumers who first purchase
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such a product; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.
By Mr. PICKERING (for himself and
Mr. WICKER):

H.R. 1198. A bill to amend the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 to pro-
hibit the selection for closure or adverse re-
alignment under such law any military in-
stallation used for undergraduate pilot train-
ing; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr. DIN-
GELL, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. BROWN of
Ohio, Mr. STARK, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. AcCK-
ERMAN, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. ALLEN,
Mr. ANDREWS, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
BECERRA, Mr. BELL, Ms. BERKLEY,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BERRY, Mr. BiIsSHOP
of New York, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. Bou-
CHER, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida,

Mrs. CaAPPs, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. CARDOZA, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CLAY, Mr. CON-

YERS, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. CUMMINGS,
Mr. DAvis of Illinois, Mr. DELAHUNT,

Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr.
Dicks, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. FARR, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. FROST,
Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. GORDON, Mr.
GREEN of Texas, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr.

HOYER, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. KANJORSKI,
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode
Island, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. KILPATRICK,
Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr.
LANGEVIN, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LARSON
of Connecticut, Ms. LEE, Mr. LEVIN,
Mr. Lewis of Georgia, Mrs. LOWEY,
Mr. LYNCH, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Mr. MATSUI, Ms. MCCARTHY of
Missouri, Ms. McCoLLUM, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
MCNULTY, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. MEek of
Florida, Mr. Meeks of New York, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. GEORGE
MILLER of California, Mr. MOLLOHAN,

Mr. MURTHA, Mr. NADLER, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Ms. NORTON, Mr. OBERSTAR,

Mr. OLVER, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. OWENS,
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. REYES,
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. RoOss, Ms. RoY-
BAL-ALLARD, Mr. RUSH, Ms. LINDA T.
SANCHEZz of California, Mr. SANDERS,
Mr. SANDLIN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr.
SERRANO, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. SoLlIS,
Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. THOMPSON of
Mississippi, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. TOWNS,
Mrs. JoNES of Ohio, Mr. UDALL of
New Mexico, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr.
VISCLOSKY, Ms. WATSON, Mr. WEINER,
Mr. WEXLER, Ms. WOOLSEY, and Mr.
WYNN):

H.R. 1199. A bill to amend titles XVIII and
XIX of the Social Security Act to provide for
a voluntary Medicare prescription medicine
benefit, to provide greater access to afford-
able pharmaceuticals, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. STARK, Mr. SERRANO,
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. WEINER, Mr.
KUCINICH, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. LEE, Mr.
FARR, Mr. DELAHUNT, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. NADLER, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. WAXMAN,
and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD):
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H.R. 1200. A bill to provide for health care
for every American and to control the cost
and enhance the quality of the health care
system; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Ways and Means, Government Re-
form, and Armed Services, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (for herself,
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of Florida,
Mr. FOLEY, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART
of Florida, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey,
Mr. WEXLER, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, and Mr. ENGEL):

H.R. 1201. A bill to posthumously revoke
the naturalization of Eriberto Mederos; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SCOTT of Georgia (for himself,
Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. TANNER, Mr.
SHIMKUS, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. LIPIN-
SKI, Mr. FROST, Mr. LucAs of Ken-
tucky, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. MEEK of
Florida, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. RENzI, Ms.
BORDALLO, and Mr. BisHop of Geor-

ia):

H.R. 1%02). A bill to provide for a period of
quiet reflection at the opening of certain
schools on every school day; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. SHIMKUS (for himself and Mr.
JOHNSON of Illinois):

H.R. 1203. A bill to provide for the annual
audit of the White County Bridge Commis-
sion, for the New Harmony Bridge over the
Wabash River, Indiana and Illinois, for the
filling of vacancies in the membership there-
of, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. SOUDER:

H.R. 1204. A bill to amend the National
Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act
of 1966 to establish requirements for the
award of concessions in the National Wildlife
Refuge System, to provide for maintenance
and repair of properties located in the Sys-
tem by concessionaires authorized to use
such properties, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr. FRANK
of Massachusetts, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. NADLER, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. GREEN of Texas,
Mr. CARsSON of Oklahoma, Mr. LAN-
TOS, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. PASTOR, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. OLVER, Mr. SERRANO, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. CLAY, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. OWENS,
Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. SoLls, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. KUCINICH,
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mr. EVANS, and Ms. BERK-
LEY):

H.R. 1205. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to guarantee comprehensive health
care coverage for all children born after 2004;
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. SWEENEY:

H.R. 1206. A bill to prohibit United States
voluntary and assessed contributions to the
United Nations or the Organization for Eco-
nomic Cooperation and Development if the
United Nations or the Organization for Eco-
nomic Cooperation and Development im-
poses any tax or fee on United States per-
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sons, continues to develop or promote pro-
posals for such taxes or fees, or attempts to
implement or impose a policy that would en-
able foreign governments to tax income
earned inside the borders of the United
States; to the Committee on International
Relations.

By Ms. WATSON (for herself, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. OWENS,
and Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas):

H.R. 1207. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to withhold Federal stu-
dent financial assistance from students who
have engaged in hazing, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self, Mr. HYDE, Mr. NEAL of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. KING of New York, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. WALSH, and Mr.
PAYNE):

H.R. 1208. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal years 2004 and 2005 for United
States contributions to the International
Fund for Ireland, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on International Relations.

By Ms. WATSON:

H.R. 1209. A bill to extend the authority for
the construction of a memorial to Martin
Luther King, Jr., in the District of Colum-
bia, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. WAXMAN (for himself, Mr.
ENGEL, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. CROW-
LEY, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. DICKS, Ms. WAT-
SON, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. HASTINGS
of Florida, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
OWENS, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. BERMAN,
Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. WEINER, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. FROST,
Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.
DEUTSCH, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. Vis-
CLOSKY, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York,
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. NADLER, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Mr. CASE, Mr. MCNULTY, Ms.
LOFGREN, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. EMANUEL,
Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. FARR,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. SoLIS, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, and Mrs.
LOWEY):

H.R. 1210. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Holocaust Insurance Reg-
istry by the Archivist of the United States
and to require certain disclosures by insurers
to the Secretary of Commerce; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Government Re-
form, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. WEINER:

H.R. 1211. A bill to amend title 31, United
States Code, to provide Federal aid and eco-
nomic stimulus through a one-time revenue
grant to the States and their local govern-
ments; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self, Mr. EVANS, Mr. BROWN of South
Carolina, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, and Mr.
MICHAUD):

H.R. 1212. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase the amount of basic
educational assistance for veterans under
the Montgomery GI Bill, and to eliminate re-
ductions of basic pay for eligibility for such
assistance; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs, and in addition to the Committee on
Armed Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. WHITFIELD (for himself, Mr.
BOUCHER, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr.
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COSTELLO, Mr. LeEwis of Kentucky,
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr.
STRICKLAND, and Mr. LAHOOD):

H.R. 1213. A bill to facilitate the produc-
tion and generation of coal-based power; to
the Committee on Science, and in addition
to the Committees on Ways and Means, and
Energy and Commerce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico:

H.R. 1214. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to provide public access
to quality medical imaging procedures and
radiation therapy procedures; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. WYNN:

H.R. 1215. A bill to amend title 31, United
States Code, to require the provision of a
written prompt payment policy to each sub-
contractor under a Federal contract and to
require a clause in each subcontract under a
Federal contract that outlines the provisions
of the prompt payment statute and other re-
lated information; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

By Mr. WYNN:

H.R. 1216. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to increase the minimum Govern-
ment-wide goal for procurement contracts
awarded to small business concerns; to the
Committee on Small Business.

By Mr. WYNN:

H.R. 1217. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to provide a penalty for the failure
by a Federal contractor to subcontract with
small businesses as described in its subcon-
tracting plan, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Small Business.

By Mr. WYNN:

H.R. 1218. A bill to require contractors
with the Federal Government to possess a
satisfactory record of integrity and business
ethics; to the Committee on Government Re-
form, and in addition to the Committee on
Armed Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin (for him-
self and Mrs. MALONEY):

H.J. Res. 36. A joint resolution expressing
the sense of the Congress with respect to
raising awareness and encouraging preven-
tion of sexual assault in the United States
and supporting the goals and ideals of Na-
tional Sexual Assault Awareness and Preven-
tion Month; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. ENGEL (for himself, Mr.
TOWNS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. LEE, Mr.
LANTOS, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. NADLER,
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, and Ms.
BALDWIN):

H. Con. Res. 86. Concurrent resolution sup-
porting the goals and ideals of the Day of Si-
lence; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. ANDREWS (for himself, Mr.
MCGOVERN, and Mr. BILIRAKIS):

H. Con. Res. 87. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding
Turkey’s claims of sovereignty over islands
and islets in the Aegean Sea; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H. Con. Res. 838. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the Chil-
dren’s Internet Protection Act is constitu-
tional as it applies to public libraries; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.
CONYERS, Ms. LEE, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. BRrRowN of Ohio, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. OWENS, and Mr. OLVER):

H. Con. Res. 89. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the
United States should respect the sovereign
equality of the member states of the United
Nations Security Council with respect to
each state’s position concerning lrag’s com-
pliance with Resolution 1441; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

By Mr. OTTER:

H. Con. Res. 90. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that hunt-
ing seasons for migratory mourning doves
should be modified so that individuals have a
fair and equitable opportunity to hunt such
birds; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. NEY (for himself and Mr.
LARSON of Connecticut):

H. Res. 134. A resolution electing Members
to serve on the Joint Committee on Printing
and the Joint Committee of Congress on the
Library; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

By Mr. NEY (for himself and Mr.
LARSON of Connecticut):

H. Res. 135. A resolution providing
amounts for the expenses of the Committee
on House Administration in the One Hundred
Eighth Congress; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. CANTOR:

H. Res. 136. A resolution congratulating
the American Dental Association for estab-
lishing the “Give Kids a Smile” program,
emphasizing the need to improve access to
dental care for children, and thanking den-
tists for volunteering their time to help pro-
vide needed dental care; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

By Ms. SLAUGHTER (for herself, Mrs.
JoHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. GEORGE
MILLER of California, Mr. KILDEE, Ms.
SoLls, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. DELAURO,
Mrs. McCARTHY of New York, Ms.
McCoLLuUM, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEz of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. ANDREWS,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. FARR, Mrs. CAPPS,
and Mr. BisHopP of New York):

H. Res. 137. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
changes to Title IX athletics policies con-
tradict the spirit of athletic equality and
gender parity and should not be imple-
mented, and that Title IX should be kept in-
tact; to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. WYNN:

H. Res. 138. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
small business concerns should continue to
play an active role in assisting the United
States military, Federal intelligence and law
enforcement agencies, and State and local
police forces by designing and developing in-
novative products to combat terrorism, and
that Federal, State, and local governments
should aggressively seek out and purchase
innovative technologies and services from
small business concerns to improve home-
land defense and aid in the fight against ter-
rorism; to the Committee on Small Business.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XIl, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 2: Mr. COLLINS, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
TERRY, Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, and Mr.
KOLBE.

H.R. 5: Mr. DEMINT, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr.
LAHooD, Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire,
Mr. MANZULLO, and Mr. SIMPSON.
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H.R. 20: Mr. RyYyAN of Ohio, Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. WALLER, and Mr. CROW-
LEY.

H.R. 40: Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 44: Mr. PITTS, Ms. JO ANN DAvis of
Virginia, Mr. SCHROCK, Mr. WICKER, Mr.
RYUN of Kansas, and Mr. TIAHRT.

H.R. 57: Mr. LucAs of Oklahoma, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Mr. VITTER, and Mr. CANTOR.

H.R. 58: Mr. KIND, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. NAD-
LER, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. FARR, Mr. MATSUI,
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
PORTER, Mr. NEY, and Mr. CAMP.

H.R. 105: Mr. Meek of Florida, Mr. RyAN of
Ohio, and Ms. LEE.

H.R. 107: Mr. KILDEE.

114: Mr. PORTER.

119: Mr. TIAHRT.

153: Mr. CANNON.
.R. 207: Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 235: Mr. KING of New York, Mr.
HAYWORTH, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. BURTON
of Indiana, Mr. HYDE, Mr. PUTNAM, Mr. BART-
LETT of Maryland, and Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA.

H.R. 259: Mr. MEeek of Florida.

H.R. 284: Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. GEORGE MILLER
of California, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr.
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BEAUPREZ, Mr. VITTER, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
STEARNS, and Mr. TANCREDO.
H.R. 300: Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. MANZULLO,

and Mr. HAYES.

H.R. 303: Mr. FARR, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona,
Mrs. CAPITO, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. OXLEY, Mr.
SOUDER, Mr. REYES, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. HOBSON,

Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr.
STEARNS, Mr. KING of Ilowa, and Mr.
RAMSTAD.

H.R. 340: Mr. INSLEE and Mr. OSE.

H.R. 372: Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 401: Mr. KIRK, Mr. LATOURETTE, and
Mr. PALLONE.

H.R. 411: Ms. KILPATRICK.

H.R. 412: Mr. PORTER, Mr. LEACH, and Mr.
MILLER of North Carolina.

H.R. 419: Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 441: Ms. LEE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. CUMMINGS, and Mr. GARRETT of
New Jersey.

H.R. 446: Mr. ScoTT of Virginia.

H.R. 447: Mr. SANDERS and Mr. ScoTT of
Virginia.

H.R. 448: Mr. ScoTT of Virginia.

H.R. 453: Mr. TIBERI.

H.R. 482: Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida.

H.R. 490: Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. BoYD, Mr.
FORD, and Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 517: Mr. UPTON.

H.R. 527: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida.

H.R.
WEINER.

H.R. 531: Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. Tom DAvVIS
of Virginia, Mr. GALLEGLY, and Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 533: Mr. MICHAUD.

H.R. 571: Mr. LINCOLN Di1AZ-BALART of Flor-
ida, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. LEWIS of

528: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and Mr.

Kentucky, Mr. SOUDER, and Mr. RYUN of
Kansas.

H.R. 613: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida.

H.R. 660: Mr. CASE, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ
of California, Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of
Florida, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. CoX.

H.R. 664: Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. SCHIFF, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, and Mr. HYDE.

H.R. 671: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri and
Mr. BEREUTER.

H.R. 673: Mr. UPTON, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr.
FROST.

H.R. 683: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin,
CRANE, and Mr. COBLE.

H.R. 684: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey.

.R. 690: Mr. OWENS.

703: Mr. LOBIONDO.

713: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.
.R. 714: Mr. BONNER and Mr. WAMP.

H.R. 720: Ms. DUNN, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr.
FEENEY, Mr. SHAwW, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. MEEK

Mr.
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of Florida, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. HENSARLING,
Mr. PUTNAM, Ms. HARRIS, Mr. BARTON of
Texas, Mr. KELLER, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr.
SMITH of Texas, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. MICA,
Mr. LINCOLN DiAaz-BALART of Florida, Mr.
CRANE, and Mr. GONZALEZ.

H.R. 728: Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr.
BAss, and Mrs. JOo ANN DAvis of Virginia.

H.R. 729: Mr. GUTKNECHT.

H.R. 735: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr.
HOUGHTON, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. LOBIONDO,
Mr. SAXTON, Mr. FROST, Mr. HOLDEN, and Mr.
LINCOLN Di1AZ-BALART of Florida.

. 737: Mr. STENHOLM.

. 741: Mr. CASE and Mr. PAUL.
. 745: Mr. UDALL of Colorado.
. 758: Mr. BEREUTER.

. 765: Mr. HOSTETTLER.

H.R. 767: Mr. KOLBE, Mr. CARTER, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE
of Florida, and Mr. MCINNIS.

H.R. 768: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. ETHERIDGE,
Mr. JAcCkSoON of Illinois, and Mr. ENGEL.

H.R. 798: Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Ms. CAR-
SoN of Indiana, Mr. WEINER, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
COSTELLO, and Mr. WYNN.

H.R. 800: Mr. HUNTER.

H.R. 802: Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 811: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER and Mr.
TIERNEY.

H.R. 839: Mr. CoLE and Mr. SIMMONS.

H.R. 844: Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. KILDEE, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms. WATSON, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, and Mr. GONZALEZ.

H.R. 847: Mr. RYAN of Ohio and Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY.

H.R. 857: Mr. FILNER and Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 859: Mr. BEREUTER.

H.R. 882: Mr. PITTS, Mr. FROST, Ms. GINNY
BROWN-WAITE of Florida, and Mr. MCHUGH.

H.R. 886: Mr. MicHAUD and Mr. RyYaN of
Ohio.

H.R. 887: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEz of Cali-
fornia and Mr. SKELTON.

H.R. 893: Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 898: Mr. BALLANCE.

H.R. 919: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER,
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Is-
land, Mr. WAXMAN, and Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 925: Mr. HYDE, Mr. HASTERT, and Mr.
KIRK.

H.R. 931: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. HOSTETTLER,
Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina,
and Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.

H.R. 934: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,
Mr. OWENS, and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 936: Ms. NORTON and Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 941: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan and Mr.
SAM JOHNSON of Texas.

H.R. 953: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina,
Mr. BACHUS, Mr. RENzI, Mr. LEwIS of Geor-
gia, and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.

H.R. 976: Mr. Meek of Florida and Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California.

H.R. 977: Mr. THoMPsON of California.

H.R. 979: Ms. EsHoo and Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 980: Mr. FORBES, Mr. WEXLER, and
Mrs. MALONEY.

H.R. 1005: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington and
Mr. PORTER.

H.R. 1007: Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms.
MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,
Mr. FROST, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, and Mr.
BERMAN.

H.R. 1013: Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. OTTER, Mr.
DOOLITTLE, Mr. NORwWOOD, Mr. OSE, Mr. PICK-
ERING, Mr. ISsA, and Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE
of Florida.

H.R. 1020: Mr. PETRI.

H.R. 1021: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. CROWLEY,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. FRANK
of Massachusetts, Ms. NORTON, Ms. LEE, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. NADLER,
Mr. Owens, Mr. POMEROY, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN,
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, and Mr. SCHIFF.
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H.R. 1057: Mr. WATT, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr.
BURGESS.

H.R. 1068: Mr. HUNTER, Mr. PASTOR, Mr.
NADLER, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. COOPER, Mrs.
WiLsoN of New Mexico, Mr. Cox, Mr.
LATHAM, Mr. GIBBONS, and Mr. DAvIs of Ten-
nessee.

H.R. 1070: Mr. COSTELLO.

H.R. 1077: Mr. COOPER.

H.R. 1093: Mr. COOPER, Mrs. JONES of Ohio,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. CARSON of Okla-
homa.

H.R. 1096: Mr. REYES, Mr. HAYWORTH, and
Mr. MCHUGH.

H.R. 1097: Mr. TowNs, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
WEINER, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. NADLER, Mr. FIL-
NER, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,
and Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 1102: Mr. PASTOR, Mrs. NAPOLITANO,
Mr. CRAMER, and Mr. ENGLISH.

H.R. 1105: Mr. ORTIZ and Mr.
Washington.

H.R. 1114: Mr. BACHUS, Mr. BRADLEY of New
Hampshire, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.

SMITH of
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CARTER, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. Mr.
GILCHREST, and Mr. UPTON.

H.R. 1116: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZz of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MEEHAN, and Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 1120: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida and Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 1125: Mr. COMBEST, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. UPTON, Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of
Florida, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr.
DOGGETT, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr.
SANDLIN, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mr. HOEFFEL, and Mr. SIMMONS.

H.R. 1126: Mr. BEAUPREZ and Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA.

H.R. 1144: Mr. CLYBURN.

H.R. 1145: Ms. LEE.

H.R. 1146: Mr. EVERETT.

H.R. 1147: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 1157: Mr. OTTER, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. PAS-
TOR, and Mr. NADLER.

H.R. Res. 8: Mr. KING of lowa.

H.J. Res. 24: Mr. ALLEN, Mr. FATTAH, Ms.
WOOLSEY, Mr. SABO, Mr. UDALL of New Mex-
ico, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.

BOOzZMAN,
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OWENS, Mr. KIND, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
HoLT, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. LEE, Mr. MEEKS of
New York, Mr. RYaN of Ohio, Ms. LORETTA
SANCHEZ of California, and Mr. OLVER.

H. Con. Res. 23: Mr. CANTOR.

H. Con. Res. 25: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of
California.

H. Con. Res. 30: Mr. DINGELL.

H. Con. Res. 57: Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr.
GONZzZALEZ, and Mrs. LOWEY.

H. Con. Res. 61: Mr. LAMPSON and Mr. MiL-
LER of North Carolina.

H. Con. Res. 78: Mr. TOwNS, Mr. MEeeks of
New York, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. MILLENDER-
McCDONALD, and Mr. DAvVis of Illinois.

H. Res. 12: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Mr. GONZALEZ, and Mr. FROST.

H. Res. 39: Mr. KNOLLENBERG and Mr.
SOUDER.

H. Res. 59: Mr. HOBSON.

H. Res. 133: Mr. CHABOT.
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. STEVENS).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, strength for those
who seek You, hope for those who trust
You, courage for those who rely on
You, peace for those who follow You,
wisdom for those who humble them-
selves before You, and power for those
who seek to glorify You, we begin this
new day filled with awesome respon-
sibilities and soul-sized issues and con-
fess our need for You. We are irresist-
ibly drawn into Your presence by the
magnetism of Your love and by the
magnitude of challenges we face. Our
desire to know Your will is motivated
by Your greater desire to help us.

We thank You for the men and
women of this Senate. Bless them as
they debate the resolution on partial
birth abortion and reflect on the issues
of advise and consent. Help them main-
tain a spirit of unity as they press on
with honest, open discussion and come
to conclusions which are best for our
Nation and the world. You are our Lord
and Saviour. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Honorable TED STEVENS led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———
RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
acting majority leader is recognized.

———

SCHEDULE

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, this
morning the Senate will resume the

Senate

consideration of S. 3, the partial-birth
abortion bill. It is my understanding
Senator MURRAY will be prepared to
offer an amendment this morning. The
majority leader has stated it is his in-
tention to finish this important legis-
lation by the end of the week. Senators
wishing to offer amendments to the bill
are encouraged to notify the managers
of their intent so that we can proceed
to an orderly consideration of the
amendments.

Under the previous unanimous con-
sent agreement, at 11 a.m. today the
Senate will return to the Estrada nom-
ination and begin a discussion of the
Senate’s constitutional role of advise
and consent. Members are encouraged
to come to the Chamber and engage in
this discussion.

The Senate will recess from 12:30 to
2:15 p.m. for the weekly party lunches.
Following the recess, the Senate will
return to the consideration of the par-
tial-birth abortion bill. Additional
amendments are expected and there-
fore Members should anticipate votes
this afternoon.

Lastly, I know it was the hope of the
majority leader to schedule a vote on a
district judge on the calendar this
morning. We attempted to schedule a
vote at 10:30. At this point, we under-
stand there is an objection to setting
the vote on Ralph Erickson of North
Dakota to be a U.S. District Judge for
the District of North Dakota. We will
continue to and hopefully work out a
unanimous consent agreement. We will
certainly notify Members if we are able
to succeed in getting a vote set some-
time this morning.

I thank all Members.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I say to
the manager of this bill, first, we would
probably agree to the judge without a
vote. We are trying to run that through
to find out if we would agree to the
judge without a vote.

Secondly, we have a finite list of
amendments we have received on our

side. We have run that through to the
floor staff on the other side. We under-
stand, rightfully so, that Senators
want to see the amendments before
there is an agreement on whether or
not we could proceed on that basis.
Yesterday, the majority leader indi-
cated to me and to the Democratic
leader that he wanted to finish this bill
and could we cooperate and have a fi-
nite list of amendments. We have given
those to the other side and we hope we
can move forward.

We have had a number of our Mem-
bers who wanted to bring up amend-
ments that are not related to this issue
and we have worked to have them not
do that. So we hope those amendments
could be reviewed quickly. We will try
to get all the amendments. The first
amendment Senator MURRAY is going
to offer, we hope there will be agree-
ment that there would be no second-de-
gree amendments to that. She is not
going to offer it until there is some
agreement to that effect. We hope to
get that done quickly. We just gave the
Senator the amendment. We under-
stand it needs to be looked over.

Mr. SANTORUM. Madam President, I
have not had a chance to see the
amendment, but I want to thank the
leader for his willingness to come for-
ward and offer a set of amendments. It
is a reasonable set of amendments,
from my estimation. We have not run a
check on our side to see if there are
any amendments. We are in the process
of doing that. I do not anticipate very
many, if any, at this point.

We are going to look at the amend-
ment of Senator MURRAY. If we can, we
will certainly allow that to go forward
and we will certainly consider all the
other amendments. If my colleagues
can get them to us, I think we can fair-
ly quickly enter into a unanimous con-
sent agreement and move forward on
this legislation. Again, I thank the
Senator from Nevada for his willing-
ness to come forward last night with
this consent agreement. We are off to a

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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good start in trying to get this bill
done in a timely fashion this week, and
I thank him for his cooperation.

With respect to the issue of the
judge, if the Senator does not want to
vote on a judge, I know our leader
would like to have a vote this morning,
whether it is on a judge or some proce-
dural matter. The leader would like to
get Members to the Chamber for this
discussion. Obviously, this is a vitally
important discussion. The role of ad-
vise and consent is one of the more fun-
damental issues we have to grapple
with, and our leader would like to have
as much participation as possible. As is
the case in the Senate, we usually can-
not get that participation unless Sen-
ators are in the Chamber for a vote,
and I think that is his intention.

We will certainly work with the
other side in making sure we can come
up with some accommodation that will
suit both sides.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

————

PARTIAL-BIRTH ABORTION BAN
ACT OF 2003

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 3, which the
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 3) to prohibit the procedure com-
monly known as partial-birth abortion.

Mr. SANTORUM. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SANTORUM. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SANTORUM. We resume today
the debate on the issue of partial-birth
abortion and Congress’s fourth attempt
to ban this procedure. There have been
comments in the past about some of
the descriptions we have used on the
floor as to whether they are accurate,
and whether some of the charts we
have used are medically accurate
charts. Some suggested in the line
drawings we had depicted a fetus that
was larger than the size of most in par-
tial-birth abortions. In working with
people from the medical community,
we have come up with more realistic
drawings to depict the actual proce-
dure so people can graphically under-
stand what is described in this legisla-
tion.

I will read the description in the leg-
islation and show how the chart behind
me is representative of this descrip-
tion. We have tightened the definition.
The reason we tightened the definition
was in response to the U.S. Supreme
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Court that found the original defini-
tion in the congressional bill, which is
similar to the one in Nebraska, was un-
duly vague, and, therefore, unconstitu-
tional because of vagueness. We have
taken further steps to make sure that
by banning this procedure we are not
including any other procedure that is
used for late-trimester, late-term abor-
tions.

Let me read what is in the legislation
today and then go through the charts
to show how that comports with this
definition.

(1) the term ‘‘partial-birth abortion”
means an abortion in which—

(A) the person performing the abortion de-
liberately and intentionally vaginally deliv-
ers a living fetus until, in the case of a head-
first presentation, the entire fetal head is
outside the body of the mother . . .

Now, I break from the text as to what
partial-birth abortions are. The proce-
dure itself is done in a breech position,
but there may be a case—and this is
what we are taking into consideration,
here, the presentation—where the doc-
tor makes a mistake and cannot de-
liver the child for some reason in a
breech position. As I know, having
been the father of seven children, you
do not want a breech delivery. That is
a dangerous delivery. That is not a nor-
mal delivery.

To authorize or to start a delivery in
breech is a higher risk to the mother,
No. 1. No. 2, for purposes of this proce-
dure, that is what is described, that is
what the doctors have said is the pro-
cedure which they would recommend.
But there are always, in these medical
procedures, chances for things to go
awry so we take into comnsideration
that if for some reason during this pro-
cedure the head is presented first, that
will still be covered.

or, in the case of breech presentation, any
part of the fetal trunk past the navel is out-
side the body of the mother for the purpose
of performing an overt act that the person
knows will kill the partially delivered living
fetus; and

(B) performs the overt act, other than com-
pletion of delivery, that kills the partially
delivered living fetus.

Now, that is the description that is in
the bill.

Let me show graphically the process
by which this abortion takes place.
This is a picture of a fetus inside the
mother’s uterus with the gestational
age of roughly 24 weeks. The gesta-
tional period is 40 weeks for normal de-
velopment. We are talking about now
24 weeks, or better than halfway
through the pregnancy. That is when
the vast majority of partial-birth abor-
tions occur. In fact, all of them occur
after 20 weeks. Most of them occur 22,
24, 26 weeks.

In the first picture we see the baby in
the womb, in the normal fetal position.
What has happened before this proce-
dure occurs is the mother presents her-
self to the abortionist. And the abor-
tionist, in making a determination to
do a partial-birth abortion, gives the
mother a medication to dilate her cer-
vix so this procedure can then be per-
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formed. This dilation occurs over a 2-
day period. The woman presents one
day, the next day she stays at home,
and the third day she arrives at the
abortion clinic.

I use abortion clinic advisedly be-
cause this procedure is not performed
in hospitals. It is not taught at medical
schools. It is done solely at abortion
clinics. The doctor who created this
procedure testified that the reason he
created this procedure was not because
this was a better medical procedure for
women. This was not designed for wom-
en’s health. He said, and I am quoting
him, he designed this procedure be-
cause other late-term abortions, when
women presented themselves into his
office, took 45 minutes. He could do
this procedure in 15 minutes. There-
fore, he said, he can do more abortions;
he can make more money. So the per-
son who designed this procedure, the
person who put the medical literature
out on this procedure is very clear as
to why he designed this procedure. It is
quick. It is easier for him. And he can
make more money because he can do
more abortions in a day.

So the mother, having been presented
at the abortion clinic 2 days before,
takes this drug. We heard from the
Senator from Ohio yesterday, Senator
DEWINE, of instances where mothers in
Ohio, two cases—remember, this proce-
dure was invented by a doctor in
Ohio—two cases from a Dayton abor-
tion clinic where the mother was given
medicine to dilate her cervix and in
two separate cases, because of the dila-
tion, labor was induced and two dif-
ferent women delivered babies. One
named Baby Hope lived 3% hours and
was not given medical treatment. I
don’t know all the facts as to why.
Maybe it was an assessment that the
child was too premature to live. The
second baby, Baby Grace, was born and
survived as a result of the live birth.

So we are talking about children
here. This is very important. We are
talking about this little infant here,
this fetus, that would otherwise be
born alive. The definition of the bill, I
repeat one more time, of a baby deliv-
ered in a breech position:

. any part of the fetal trunk past the
navel is outside the body of the mother for
the purposes of performing an overt act
that. . . will kill the . . . fetus.

You cannot kill a fetus if it is not
alive. So this is a very important part
of this definition. When the baby is de-
livered, the baby must be alive. If the
baby is dead, we are not talking about
an abortion because the baby is already
dead. We are talking about a living
fetus, living baby.

The first step now, the women pre-
sents herself, the cervix has been di-
lated, the physician goes in and grabs
the baby’s foot and begins to pull the
baby into the birth canal in a breech
position. Again, I repeat, no one pref-
erably delivers a child in a breech posi-
tion. It is just not what is medically
recommended, but in this case we have
the child being presented in a breech
position.
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Again, you can see the size of the
baby in relationship to the size of the
hand of the doctor. Some will say, well,
that baby is much bigger than a baby.
This is a blown-up chart. Of course it is
bigger. Look at the size of the child
relative to the size of the hand of the
physician who is performing this abor-
tion. You will see the size is about the
size of the hand, 8, 9 inches in length,
which is roughly the size of a child at
that gestational age.

The child is pulled through the birth
canal and presented.

Remember, here is the child outside
of the mother as described in the bill,
outside of the mother beyond the
navel. The child is alive. The child is
alive and is being delivered in this
breech position. But the child is alive
at this point in time.

But for what I am going to describe
in charts 4 and 5, this child could be
born alive. It would be born alive. It
had the potential to survive. But that
doesn’t occur in the case of the partial-
birth abortion.

What happens next is the abortionist
takes a pair of sharp scissors and, prob-
ing with their fingers to find the base
of the baby’s skull, the softer point
here, below the bone that protects the
brain, finds a soft spot and thrusts a
pair of scissors into the base of a living
child’s head who would otherwise be
born alive.

One of the nurses who testified before
Congress said she witnessed a partial-
birth abortion and she witnessed the
reaction of a child who was killed by
one of these procedures and she said
she saw the child’s arms go out, flinch
like a baby would do if you dropped it—
sort of let it go. They let their arms
and legs sort of go out. That is what
this little child will go through as a re-
sult of this procedure.

Can this child feel pain? Most as-
suredly. Its nervous system is devel-
oped. In fact, going back to the first
chart, when the doctor is reaching in
to try to grab the leg, as has been de-
scribed in testimony, the child tries to
get away from the instrument that is
grabbing its foot. The scissors are
thrust into the base of the skull. That
very well may Kkill the child. I don’t
know. In some cases it probably would.
Probably in most cases it would.

But we are not done yet. We have to
add insult to the injury. The doctor
takes a suction catheter and, through
the hole which is now in the base of the
child’s skull, he inserts a suction tube,
and with that suction—tube he turns it
on and suctions out the baby’s brain. It
collapses the baby’s skull.

For those of you who have held
newborns, you know that their skull is
very soft, pliable. So without anything
inside, it has been suctioned out
through force, the baby’s head col-
lapses, and the rest of the baby can be
delivered.

This is a procedure that is barbaric.
It is barbaric. On a little baby who
would otherwise be born alive—and if
there is any question about that, I
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point to you Baby Hope and Baby
Grace, who were ticketed for partial-
birth abortions but were delivered
prior to that.

What we have suggested in the Sen-
ate now, for the fourth Congress in a
row, is that a procedure that was devel-
oped by a doctor who testified that the
reason he developed this procedure was
that he could do more abortions, make
more money, is not medically nec-
essary under any circumstances.

I have a quote here from Warren
Hern. Warren Hern is a noted third-tri-
mester abortionist. He has written
books on late-term abortions. He does
a lot of them. When he says, ‘I have
very serious reservations about this
procedure . . . you really can’t defend
it . . . I would dispute any statement
that this is the safest procedure to use
. .. 7 this isn’t RICK SANTORUM who
has trouble with abortion, period—I
admit that—this is someone who does
abortions. This is someone who does
late-term abortions. As I said, Dr. War-
ren Hern is the author of the standard
textbook on abortion procedures. We
have a situation where this procedure
was designed simply so they could do
more late-term abortions quicker.

There is plenty of evidence—I will
get into this later—that this procedure
has profound, long-term health con-
sequences to women. This is not, as Dr.
Hern says, the safest procedure for
women.

There is no case—and I am going to
underscore this 100 times, and I chal-
lenge anyone who opposes this legisla-
tion—anyone: If you are on the floor of
the Senate, listening back home, lis-
tening—if anyone here, anyone across
America, anyone around the world—
and I want the Supreme Court to hear
this—anyone can present to me a case,
a factual situation where a partial-
birth abortion is medically necessary
vis-a-vis other types of abortions, if
you can present to me one case, I will
be shocked. That is because I have been
asking this question for 7 years here on
the floor of the Senate, outside, to
groups—the folks who agree with me,
the folks who disagree with me.

I have asked one question: Tell me
why this is medically necessary. Tell
me why, when even abortionists say it
is not medically necessary, where no
medical school in the country teaches
this procedure, tell me why we have to
keep this brutality of killing a child
literally inches away from being born,
why we have to keep up this brutality
that is done purely so doctors who are
abortionists can make more money,
legal in America.

I ask again, anybody who comes here
to the floor to debate this issue, who
says we need a health exception, give
me one case—one case. Seven years I
have asked this question. Seven years I
have asked this question. One case.
Never has anyone even tried to put one
together here on the Senate floor.

I am hopeful the Senate will act on
this bill. I am happy the minority
whip, Senator REID, has given us a list
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of amendments so we can proceed in an
orderly fashion on this legislation.

I see the Senator from Washington is
here to offer her amendment. I cer-
tainly want to give her the opportunity
to do that. I am looking forward to de-
bate, not only on these amendments
but to have a really good, honest de-
bate—I underscore the word ‘“‘honest.”
There has been a lot of information—I
will go through that, too—that has
been put out by people who oppose this
ban, everything from saying the anes-
thesia kills the baby to on down the
line. There has been a lot of informa-
tion that has been erroneous that has
been put out by the other side.

I am looking forward to a good, hon-
est debate on this issue. I hope we can
get an overwhelming vote in the Sen-
ate to ban a procedure that is horrific,
brutal, and never medically necessary
for any purpose. It is only necessary so
we can have abortionists who do late-
term abortions earn more money, and
that isn’t a good reason to allow this
barbaric procedure to proceed.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

AMENDMENT NO. 258

(Purpose: To improve the availability of

contraceptives for women)

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President,
here we are, once again debating this
issue. Since we began debating how to
criminalize women’s health choices
yesterday, the Dow Jones has dropped
170 points; we are 1 day closer to a war
in Iraq; we have done nothing to stimu-
late the economy or create any new
jobs or provide any more health cov-
erage. But here we are, debating abor-
tion in a time of national crisis.

Since we are debating S. 3, I want to
expose this proposal for what it is. It is
deceptive, it is extreme, and it is un-
constitutional.

First of all, it is deceptive. The other
side wants you to think that this just
affects one procedure performed in the
third trimester, but that is not true.
We need to remember what Roe v.
Wade clearly spells out. Up to viabil-
ity, a woman and her doctor make the
choice. However, any late-term abor-
tion can only be performed to save the
life or health of the woman. But the
language in S. 3 is broad. It is so broad
as to apply to many procedures, and it
would impact women in the second tri-
mester.

That is exactly why the Supreme
Court struck down a similar State law
in Nebraska. It is deceptive because it
would not just be limited to what the
other side implies it does.

Partial-birth is a political term. It is
not a medical term. Despite all of the
hot rhetoric we hear, this bill is nei-
ther designed nor written to ban only
one procedure. It would also apply well
before viability and could ban possibly
more than one procedure.

Second, this bill is extreme. It is just
the first in a long march to disman-
tling a constitutionally protected free-
dom. Don’t take my word for it. Listen
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to the President of the United States
who declared in 1994:

I will do everything in my power to re-
strict abortion.

On the issue of women’s reproductive
freedom, the President has kept his
word. He and his staff have worked
tirelessly to turn back the clock on
women’s health choices. In only 2
years, the President has issued a rash
of executive actions that could se-
verely restrict stem cell research, thus
threatening lifesaving medical ad-
vances; reimposed the global gag rule
on international family planning pro-
grams; made a fetus eligible for health
insurance but not the pregnant woman
who is carrying the fetus; packed the
Federal courts with anti-choice judges;
and appointed stanch opponents of re-
productive choice throughout all levels
of the executive branch.

We will hear the Republicans use the
most graphic and disturbing descrip-
tions they can find to try to sour the
public on something that was decided
by the U.S. Supreme Court years ago.
And it still opens the door to future
politicians banning additional safe and
legal procedures.

Third, this ban is unconstitutional.
The U.S. Supreme Court has already
ruled that this very type of restriction
violates the Constitution. Last year, in
the case of Stenberg vs. Carhart, the
U.S. Supreme Court ruled a similar law
at the State level unconstitutional for
two reasons.

First, the language is so broad that it
bans other constitutionally protected
procedures. The Supreme Court’s rul-
ings state:

Even if the statute’s basic aim is to ban
D&X, its language makes clear it also covers
a much broader category of procedures.

The bill before us is similarly uncon-
stitutional because it covers too many
constitutionally protected procedures.

Second, the Supreme Court found the
State law unconstitutional because it
did not contain an exception to protect
the woman’s health. Let me read that
part of the ruling.

The governing standard requires an excep-
tion where it is necessary and appropriate
medical judgment for the preservation of the
life or health of the mother.

Our cases have repeatedly invalidated stat-
utes that in the process of regulating the
method of abortion impose significant health
risks.

Guess what. The Republican bill be-
fore us fails the same constitutional
test. It is too broad, and it does not
contain an exception to protect the
health of the mother. And the Supreme
Court has said it is unconstitutional.

We have Republicans offering today a
clearly unconstitutional bill on at
least two counts. Proponents of the
ban will argue that they have ad-
dressed the concerns addressed by the
Supreme Court. However, a statement
of congressional findings is not binding
on the Court. The other side is using
misleading and deceptive arguments to
ram through an extreme and unconsti-
tutional measure.
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If the goal of the Republican Senate,
the Republican House, and the Repub-
lican White House is to have fewer
abortions in this country, then let us
have an honest attempt to accomplish
that goal. To show a real commitment
to reducing abortion, my colleagues
should support the amendment I will
offer. It will help prevent unintended
pregnancies and abortions in the first
place.

The Murray-Reid amendment which
we intend to offer would do three
things: It would reduce unintended
pregnancies, reduce the number of
abortions, and improve the health of
low-income women.

I will offer this amendment on behalf
of Senator REID and myself. Senator
REID has been a long-time champion of
women’s health issues, and especially
for access to family planning. I thank
Senator REID for his leadership on the
amendment I will offer.

The Murray-Reid amendment would
raise awareness about emergency con-
traceptives and ensure that insurance
companies treat contraceptives fairly
and ensure that low-income women
have access to health care before, dur-
ing, and after pregnancy.

First of all, the Murray-Reid amend-
ment would reduce the number of abor-
tions in America. I think that is some-
thing we can all agree on, and it is
something we all would support.

By educating women about the avail-
ability of emergency contraception, an
emergency contraceptive known as an
EC could help prevent a pregnancy
when taken within 72 hours. It is some-
times called the morning-after pill. An
EC does not induce an abortion. An EC
is not RU-486. It is simply a high dose
of conventional birth control taken
soon after contraceptive failure, unpro-
tected sex, or rape.

ECs are safe and they are legal. They
reduce the number of abortions and un-
intended pregnancies.

In fact, a study by the Alan
Guttmacher Institute found that emer-
gency contraception prevented 51,000
abortions in 2000. Unfortunately, too
few women know that they are avail-
able. It has been reported that 50 per-
cent of all pregnancies in our country
are unintentional. The best way to en-
sure a healthy child and reduce the in-
fant mortality rate or birth defects is
to ensure that the woman is healthy
prior to pregnancy. Public awareness
campaigns targeting women and health
care procedures will help remove many
of the barriers to emergency contracep-
tion and will help bring this important
means of preventing unintentional
pregnancies to American women.

My amendment simply improves the
awareness about emergency contracep-
tives.

According to the American College of
Obstetricians and Gynecologists, only
one-third of women of reproductive age
know about emergency contraception.

Mr. President, again I will be offering
my amendment shortly. One of the pro-
visions will be to improve awareness
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about emergency contraceptives. As I
said, according to the American Col-
lege of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists, only a third of women of re-
productive age know about emergency
contraception, and only one in five
physicians regularly discuss it with
their patients.

What the Murray-Reid amendment
does is improve awareness about emer-
gency contraceptives by providing $10
million in each of the next 5 years to
establish a public education program.
It will educate women and medical pro-
fessionals across the country about the
use of emergency contraceptives. It
will allow the Department of Health
and Human Services to provide grants
to groups of providers working on this
education campaign.

Not long ago I visited an organiza-
tion in my State that provides bilin-
gual pamphlets to clinics and providers
in eastern Washington on the avail-
ability of ECs and how the drug com-
binations work to prevent pregnancy. I
also know that Planned Parenthood of
Washington is working to provide edu-
cation on ECs as part of their overall
family planning counseling.

State public health agencies could
also apply for a funding grant to fur-
ther their efforts to educate women on
this safe and effective means of pre-
venting pregnancy.

My amendment also makes emer-
gency contraceptives available to vic-
tims of rape in the emergency room.
When a woman has been raped and is
brought to the emergency room, she
may not even be aware that there is a
safe and legal way to prevent her from
becoming pregnant. We know that
counseling in many emergency rooms
on the availability of safe and effective
contraceptives is simply being ignored.
Providing emergency contraceptives or
even information about them is still,
amazingly, not standard protocol for
treating a rape victim. Educating
women will ensure that women are
more aware. The unfortunate truth is
that rape victims are not getting the
care they need. Our amendment would
allow doctors in the emergency room
to just simply tell a rape victim about
this safe and legal alternative to abor-
tion.

Let me turn to the second part of my
amendment, which requires insurance
companies to treat contraceptives fair-
ly. Today, amazingly, many insurance
companies will cover drugs such as
Viagra, but they will not cover contra-
ceptives. We should eliminate this dis-
crimination in insurance and improve
women’s health.

Today, 20 States, including Wash-
ington State, do have some form of
contraceptive equity requirement. Re-
cently, a court decision in my home
State of Washington affirmed access to
contraceptives as a civil rights protec-
tion. Most Americans would agree that
when you talk about preventing unin-
tentional pregnancies and protecting
women’s health, you must have contra-
ceptive equity.
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The average annual cost of oral con-
traceptives can range from $400 to $700
a year. Women of reproductive age
spend 68 percent more than men on
out-of-pocket health care services.
While there are several factors that
cause this disparity, the lack of contra-
ceptive equity plays a very big role. A
recent survey of health plans showed
that 49 percent of large group plans do
not routinely cover a contraceptive
method. Many States, including my
own State of Washington, have taken
steps to correct this obvious inequity.
But without Federal legislation, the
change will be slow, and it will lack a
comprehensive commitment to pro-
tecting women’s health.

This debate is not about costly new
mandates or even about moral judg-
ments; rather, it is about eliminating
economic discrimination and pro-
tecting women’s health.

Under my amendment, if health in-
surance plans offer prescription drugs,
they would have to cover contracep-
tives and treat them equally. If we are
going to jeopardize women’s health by
banning certain safe and legal proce-
dures, then we must ensure access to
contraceptives and effective family
planning services.

Finally, my amendment would in-
crease health coverage for low-income
women through all stages of preg-
nancy. Not long ago, the administra-
tion said States should use SCHIP dol-
lars for the care of the unborn fetus,
but it did not extend that to the preg-
nant woman. That is ridiculous. The
clinical guidelines of the American
College of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists and the American Academy of
Pediatrics both indicate that the
woman and the fetus should be treated
together. It just makes sense.

So my amendment would ensure
States can provide medical coverage
for pregnant women from the SCHIP
fund. That will help reduce infant mor-
tality and ensure that both the woman
and the child get the medical care they
need.

This part of my amendment comes
from a bipartisan bill, the Mothers and
Newborns Health Insurance Act, that
was introduced by Senators BINGAMAN,
LINCOLN, and CORZINE, who have been
huge champions of this issue.

Before 1 end this morning, I just
want to share a story with my col-
leagues of a 34-year-old woman named
Audrey Eisen. She and her husband
Tom desperately wanted to have chil-
dren. After trying for 2 years, they be-
came pregnant. And after experiencing
the sadness of a miscarriage in July of
last year, Audrey and Tom were elated
to learn they were pregnant. The
checkups during the first few months
indicated that the embryo was devel-
oping normally. At 13 weeks, they
planned to have a special ultrasound.
Unfortunately, they discovered the
fetus was developing an abnormal num-
ber of fingers and toes and that the
condition could indicate a much more
serious complication, trysomy 13.
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Trysomy 13 is a chromosomal condi-
tion in which there are three, rather
than two, of the 13th chromosome. This
syndrome is characterized by multiple
abnormalities, many of which are not
compatible with life beyond a couple of
months. Most fetuses with trysomy 13
die in utero. Of those who make it to
birth, almost half do not survive past
the first month, and roughly three-
quarters die within 6 months, and long-
term survival is 1 year.

Unfortunately, neither life nor death
comes easily for these children. It is a
painful existence, marked by periods of
breathing cessation and seizures. When
Audrey returned for another
ultrasound to get a better image of the
fetal brain, her worst fears were con-
firmed. Here is what Audrey wrote:

The first thing my OB examined during the
ultrasound was the fetal brain. He did not
say anything. I could tell he was holding
something back and asked that he tell me
what he saw. He said: “It is not normal.”
The rest of the scan was a blur as tears ran
down my cheeks and those of my mother and
husband who had accompanied me. Fol-
lowing the scan, the doctor left us alone to
compose ourselves, after which we met with
the genetic counselor. I cried with my whole
body from the depths of my soul.

Audrey underwent additional testing
in which she found that their fetus had
a complete duplication of the 13th
chromosome. It also exhibited a failure
of the forebrain to properly develop
and separate from the rest of the brain,
a ventricular septal defect in the heart
and a herniation of a portion of the ab-
dominal organs into the umbilical
cord.

Audrey’s letter continues:

At this point we discussed our options with
the genetic counselor. My husband and I
both felt strongly that it was in both the
child’s and our best interest to terminate as
quickly as possible. The genetic counselor
told us that we could either have a D&E or
be induced. My doctor prescribed both proce-
dures and we decided that a D&E was clearly
best for me. The procedure was performed
four days later on the first day of my 16th
week of pregnancy. I don’t think that I real-
ly understood this issue emotionally or in-
tellectually until I was in the position of
having to terminate my much desired preg-
nancy. Along with my sadness came a real-
ization that if such legislation passed, the
right to safe second trimester termination of
pregnancies might not remain available to
those women who come after me. In this
event, I don’t know how these women will
endure. I don’t know how I could have en-
dured.

Audrey Eisen had to make a terrible
decision that no mother ever wants to
make. But this Senate wants to inject
itself between Audrey Eisen and her
doctor.

As I mentioned at the start of my re-
marks, I find it outrageous that as our
Nation stands on the brink of war and
our citizens struggle with a stagnant
economy, the Republican Senate can
find no more important topic to debate
than criminalizing women’s health de-
cisions. When a woman is lying in pain
in the operating room and doctors are
telling her that her dream of a healthy
baby has been replaced by a nightmare
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of medical complications and that
under these harrowing circumstances
she must immediately make a life al-
tering decision that could determine
whether she lives or dies or whether
she can have children ever again, that
woman should be able to make that de-
cision with her family, her doctor, and
her faith. The Senate should not make
that decision for her.

This bill is an unconstitutional, ex-
treme measure being sold through mis-
leading arguments. If the proponents
truly are interested in reducing un-
wanted pregnancies and reducing the
number of abortions, they should sup-
port the Murray-Reid amendment
which would also improve health care
for low-income women. I urge my col-
leagues to reject the underlying bill.
The Senate should not substitute its
judgment for the judgment of a woman
in one of the most intensely personal
decisions she is ever likely to make.
But if the Senate is going to ram
through this unconstitutional, extreme
measure, the least we can do is temper
it with safe, responsible access to
emergency contraceptives, fair treat-
ment of contraceptives by insurers, and
health care for low-income pregnant
women.

Mr. President, I send the amendment
to the desk and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-
RAY], for herself, Mr. REID, and Mrs. BOXER,
proposes an amendment numbered 258.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Text of
Amendments.”’)

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I com-
mend Senator MURRAY for this amend-
ment. I appreciate very much the lead-
ership she has shown in providing a
real opportunity to prevent late-term
abortions to begin with. That is ex-
actly what this amendment does. I ap-
preciate very much her willingness to
step forward.

I want to quickly state three things
prior to the time that we have the op-
portunity to hear from Senator MUR-
RAY more extensively about the impor-
tance of this amendment.

No. 1, I can recall so vividly on so
many occasions over the last couple of
years when Republicans cried crocodile
tears about legislation that came to
the floor without having first gone
through committee. Crocodile tears.
They did everything but throw things
on the Senate floor, they were so upset,
every single time somebody would sug-
gest that amendments or bills be of-
fered that had not been considered in
committee. Yet right out of the box,
one of the very first pieces of legisla-
tion presented to our colleagues today
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is legislation that didn’t go through
committee. That was rule under rule 14
on the floor. The double standard and
the hypocrisy is amazing to me.

The second issue I think ought to be
stated is that we may be going to war
within the next 10 days. I hope not. I
have said publicly and privately I hope
we never consider war inevitable. But I
must say, as we consider what is now
occurring in North Korea, as we con-
sider the extraordinary repercussions
of what may occur in Iraq, as we con-
sider the constant deliberations in the
United Nations with regard to our ac-
tions, you would think the Senate
would express itself, if not through res-
olutions, at least with our dialog, with
our consideration of these issues, with
our opportunities to express ourselves,
and with more opportunity to avoid
concern for all of these issues and oth-
ers going into such a dramatic historic
and consequential moment in our Na-
tion’s history. And yet we find our-
selves debating this issue. I think it is
an ironic juxtaposition. And I am dis-
appointed we would be spending our
time on it this week, given all of the
other issues we have to address.

The third thing I would simply say is
that, as with so many issues on the
Senate floor, this issue is packed with
emotion on both sides. We are the Na-
tion’s leaders. We set the tone. We are
the ones who create a sense of perspec-
tive with regard to these debates. The
more shrill we are, the more shrill we
can expect the American people to be.
The more confrontational and personal
we are, the more confrontational and
personal we can expect the American
people to be.

So I urge my colleagues, as we g0
through this emotional debate, to dem-
onstrate civility, to demonstrate a rec-
ognition that it is very easy to gen-
erate emotional fervor on this issue. It
is out there already. I hope, in the tra-
dition of the Senate, a debate as impor-
tant as this would recognize our re-
sponsibility to deal with these issues
sensitively, to deal with them in a way
that recognizes the importance of civil-
ity, to recognize, as well, that tone can
be an important factor in effecting sub-
stance.

So I only urge my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to recognize, to ac-
cept our responsibility to debate this
issue with civility, with respect, with
sensitivity, and with a recognition that
our voices are heard way beyond these
Chambers.

I thank again the Senator from
Washington and again applaud her for
her efforts.

I yield the floor.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
thank the Democratic leader for his
comments and his timely reminders,
and I appreciate his comments at this
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that during the time
from 11 to 12:30, the time for the Demo-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

crats be divided with DASCHLE, 10 min-
utes; LEAHY, 10 minutes; KENNEDY, 10
minutes; DURBIN, 5 minutes; SCHUMER,
5 minutes; and REID, 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, in a great
Nation such as ours, we are fortunate
to have democratic values and institu-
tions so American citizens can openly
and freely voice their opinions and at-
tempt to influence government poli-
cies. The abortion debate has been a di-
visive one for our Nation for many
years. People on both sides of this issue
feel strongly and have argued, dem-
onstrated, and protested with emotion
and passion.

We all recognize that the issue is not
going to go away anytime soon. One
side will not be able to suddenly con-
vince the other to drop its deeply held
beliefs. But there is a need and, I be-
lieve, an opportunity for us to find
common ground and take steps toward
a goal all of us share; that is, reducing
the number of unintended pregnancies
in America.

I believe it is both possible and nec-
essary for us to come together and
enact effective legislation that will
prevent unintended pregnancies, reduce
the number of abortions performed,
and address unmet health needs of
American women.

We cannot only find common ground,
but also commonsense solutions in the
women’s health amendment that Sen-
ator MURRAY and I have offered this
morning. Our amendment will help to
reduce the staggering rates of unin-
tended pregnancies and reduce abor-
tions. Our women’s health amendment
will also improve access to prenatal
and postpartum care for pregnant
women.

Specifically, our amendment will:
No. 1, end insurance discrimination
against women. Let me say that this
amendment was offered many years
ago by Senator SNOWE and me. I ex-
press my appreciation for her tireless
efforts, for working with us in ending
insurance discrimination against
women. The Senator from Maine has
been a stalwart in this regard.

No. 2, our amendment will improve
awareness and understanding of emer-
gency contraception and ensure that
rape victims have information about
and access to emergency contracep-
tion.

Lastly, it will promote healthy preg-
nancies in babies by allowing States to
expand coverage for prenatal and
postpartum care.

This is really unbelievable, but it is
true: About half of all pregnancies in
our country are unintended and about
half of those will end in abortions. We
must work together on this public
health problem. It does not have to be
this way. Most of these unintended
pregnancies and resulting abortions
can be prevented.

One of the most important steps we
should take to prevent unintended
pregnancies is to make sure that Amer-
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ican women have access to affordable,
effective contraception. I have been in
a number of debates on this issue about
contraceptive use. I can remember on a
national radio program a woman called
in from Texas. She said: I am now preg-
nant with my fourth child. I have dia-
betes. She went on to outline the many
problems she would have having this
baby. But she did say that the reason
she is pregnant is because she and her
husband could not afford prescription
contraception. They tried other things
that didn’t work, and, as a result, she
was going through this pregnancy.

What our amendment is all about is
allowing women to have the choice to
have contraceptives that work. Insur-
ance companies, as the Senator from
Washington so well outlined, provide
money for all kinds of things. Why not
contraceptives? It would be cheaper
and certainly save a lot of money and
aggravation in the long run.

As a result of medical innovation and
pharmaceutical research, there are nu-
merous forms of safe and highly effec-
tive contraception that are available
by prescription. If used correctly, they
would greatly reduce the rate of unin-
tended pregnancies. However, one of
the greatest obstacles to the usage of
prescription contraception by Amer-
ican women is their cost.

The woman who called in to the na-
tional radio show is only one example.
There are all kinds of examples of peo-
ple who have insurance and do not have
access to, for example, the pill—which
is so effective in preventing women
from becoming pregnant.

We know that women, on average,
earn less than men. Yet they must pay
far more than men for health-related
expenses. According to the Women’s
Research and Education Institute,
women of reproductive age pay 68 per-
cent more in out-of-pocket medical ex-
penses than men. Why? A lot of rea-
sons, but one is due to their reproduc-
tive health care needs. Because many
women cannot afford to pay for the
prescription contraceptives they would
like to use, many go without it, result-
ing in unintended pregnancies. Far too
often that is the case.

This week is Cover the Uninsured
Week—a major effort by a coalition of
groups from all over the country to
raise awareness to one of the funda-
mental problems of our society. About
44 million Americans lack health in-
surance. In addition to the 44 million,
many other Americans are under-
insured. The number who have no
health insurance includes women and
children. Most of the families affected
are working families.

This is a tragedy that demands our
attention. We have tried to get their
attention, but we have not done very
well. The high cost of prescription con-
traceptives is not only a problem for
the millions of women without health
insurance, it is also for millions of
women who have health insurance be-
cause even having a plan that includes
a prescription drug benefit does not



March 11, 2003

guarantee that the prescription drugs
you rely on are included.

Such is the case for a majority of
women in this country who are covered
by health insurance plans that do not
provide coverage for prescription con-
traceptives. As a result, women are
forced to either do without contracep-
tives or to bear this expense out of
pocket. This is unfair to women and
unfair to families. It is bad policy that

causes additional unintended preg-
nancies, adversely affecting women’s
health.

As I indicated earlier, I have been
trying since 1997 to remedy this, and
we have accomplished a few things. We
have been able to get women who work
in the Federal sector to have their in-
surance cover this, but we have been
unable to get it for the rest of the
country. That is too bad.

Today, as part of our women’s health
amendment, we are again proposing
commonsense legislation that has re-
ceived bipartisan support in the past.
The Equity in Prescription Insurance
and Contraceptive Coverage Act, or
EPICC, as we call it, requires insurance
plans that provide coverage for pre-
scription drugs to provide the same
coverage for prescription contracep-
tives.

The woman in Texas—I cannot ade-
quately convey to you the desperation
in this woman’s voice when she called
in saying: I am a sick woman. All I
needed was the ability to have a pre-
scription where I would get a contra-
ceptive that would work, but I didn’t,
and I am pregnant. It is going to affect
my health adversely, and I don’t know
what will happen to the baby. I cannot
convey in words the desperation, the
concern in this woman’s voice.

We are not asking for special treat-
ment of contraceptives—only equi-
table, fair treatment within the con-
text of an existing prescription drug
benefit. This legislation will help in-
crease the playing field a little bit for
women. They spend more for their
health care costs. This will help a little
bit. Making contraception more afford-
able and available will enable more
women to use safe and effective means
to prevent unintended pregnancy. I
hope that is a goal we all share. I be-
lieve it is.

Contraceptive coverage is much
cheaper than other services. As the
Senator from Washington pointed out,
it is certainly cheaper than performing
an abortion; it is cheaper than steri-
lizations and tubal ligations, and most
insurance companies routinely cover
these.

The Federal Employees Health Bene-
fits Programs, which has provided con-
traceptive coverage for several years as
a result of an amendment we offered on
the floor, shows that adding such cov-
erage doesn’t make the plan more ex-
pensive. In fact, it saves money. Unin-
tended pregnancies cost society money,
cost families money.

As 1 indicated, this was first intro-
duced by Senator SNOWE and me 6
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yvears ago. We have been working
across party lines and across the ideo-
logical spectrum to gain support in the
Senate. It had 44 cosponsors last year
in the Senate.

This is commonsense, cost-effective
legislation that is long overdue. Pro-
moting equity in health insurance cov-
erage for American women, while
working to prevent unintended preg-
nancies and improve women’s health
care, is the right thing to do. We
should also take additional steps that
would improve women’s health and fur-
ther reduce unintended pregnancies.

Our amendment would increase the
awareness and availability of emer-
gency contraception, an important yet
poorly understood form of contracep-
tion.

I have never said this publicly, and I
will not use her name, but she knows
who she is. A very good friend of mine
who worked for me for many years—
she started off in high school as a run-
ner in my office. She came to me one
day, and I knew something was wrong.
I said: What is the matter?

She looked at me with tears in her
eyes and said: I was jumped last night.

I never heard that term before, but
she was driving through a rough neigh-
borhood and they stopped her car and
she was raped—a teenager, Mr. Presi-
dent. I didn’t know what to do or say.
I called my wife’s gynecologist/obste-
trician, who is a friend of mine, and I
said: Doctor, here is the situation . . .
will you see her?

He said: Of course, I will see her.

So she went to him. She didn’t be-
come pregnant, but that is fortunate.
Now, I wished, then, we had the ability
to have emergency contraception. It
would have relieved everybody’s mind
and made everybody feel better. I will
never forget that. That was a trau-
matic night in her life, to say the least.

We have made progress since then—
scientific progress—to make problems
like that one something that can be
dealt with. She would not have had to
come to someone like me, her em-
ployer, and be humiliated by telling
some one older than her about the
problem. But she was one of the fortu-
nate ones. She had somebody she could
come to, and I had the opportunity to
send her to my wife’s gynecologist.

So, in effect, our amendment would
increase the awareness and availability
of emergency contraception, an impor-
tant, yet poorly understood form of
contraception. Approved for use by the
FDA, emergency contraception pills
work to prevent pregnancy, and they
cannot interrupt or disrupt an estab-
lished pregnancy. That is a scientific
fact.

A woman could use emergency con-
traception in an emergency, such as if
she had been raped and doesn’t want to
become pregnant.

The availability of an emergency
contraception is particularly impor-
tant for women who survive sexual as-
sault, like my friend.

It is difficult to imagine the phys-
ical, psychological, and emotional pain
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that a woman who is raped endures. In
addition to the violent attack to which
these women have been subjected, they
must also consider the possibility that
in addition to the trauma of the rape,
they could become pregnant as a re-
sult.

Compassion is a word we have heard
a lot from political leaders in recent
times. Actions speak Ilouder than
words. Surely, I acknowledge—and I
think we should all acknowledge—it
would be compassionate to make emer-
gency contraception available to
women to prevent them from becoming
pregnant by the rapist who brutalized
and traumatized them.

It would be compassionate to make
emergency contraception available to a
woman to prevent her from becoming
pregnant by the rapist who brutalized
and traumatized her.

I hope we can all agree on this legis-
lation which would require hospitals
receiving Federal health dollars to pro-
vide information about emergency con-
traception and make it available to
sexual assault survivors when they are
being treated in the emergency room.

Simply put, emergency contracep-
tion should be made available in every
emergency room in America. Women
who have been raped should be in-
formed of all their options, including
learning about emergency contracep-
tion. If they choose emergency contra-
ception, it should be made available to
them. It should be a choice.

Women who have been raped should
be informed of all their options, includ-
ing learning about emergency contra-
ception, and if they so choose, it should
be made available to them.

EC, emergency contraception, has
been studied extensively and has been
regarded as a safe and effective method
to prevent unintended pregnancies.

Once I was on a radio show talking
about my contraceptive coverage legis-
lation. Someone called in and said: I
think it is awful, and I am opposed to
contraception of any kind. Mr. Presi-
dent, that is a person’s right. Some
people do not believe in contraception,
and that is their right. Nothing in our
legislation forces a woman to take any
form of contraception. That should be
a choice of a woman who has a health
plan or a woman who has been raped.
That is all we are saying.

EC has been studied extensively and
regarded as a safe and effective method
to prevent unintended pregnancies, I
say again. Its use has been rec-
ommended by leading American au-
thorities, including the American Med-
ical Association, the American College
of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, and
it has been approved by the Federal
Food and Drug Administration.

It is believed this would prevent hun-
dreds of thousands of pregnancies and
likely hundreds of thousands of abor-
tions in America each year. Unfortu-
nately, however, emergency contracep-
tion remains, for the most part, a well-
kept secret. Most of the women who
would benefit from it and would use it
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in an emergency to prevent an unin-
tended pregnancy are unaware of its
existence or do not know where to get
it, where it is available. Even many
health care providers do not under-
stand what it is, how it works, and who
could use it.

To reduce unintended pregnancy by
raising awareness of emergency contra-
ception, Senator MURRAY and I are pro-
posing in this amendment to authorize
$10 million in funding for the Centers
for Disease Control and the Health Re-
sources and Services Administration to
develop and distribute information
about emergency contraception to pub-
lic health organizations, health care
providers, and the public. This would
prevent hundreds of thousands of unin-
tended pregnancies and, of course,
abortions.

These are just some of the simple,
but I think necessary, steps we can and
should take to prevent unintended
pregnancies and reduce abortions.

To further improve the health of
women and children, we should give
States the option of covering pregnant
women in the State Children’s Health
Insurance Program, called SCHIP, for
the full range of their health needs, in-
cluding prenatal, delivery, and
postpartum care.

A number of years ago, a couple of
neonatologists came to visit me. They
were Nevadans. One was with a public
hospital in southern Nevada. They had
a number of messages. They wanted to
see if we could get money to build a
neonatal unit there. We have done that
at the University Medical Center in
southern Nevada. It is wonderful to go
there and see those babies being saved
because of modern technology.

Another message they wanted to de-
liver to me is that children are having
children, and many of these children
having children come to the emergency
room—and they have never seen a doc-
tor—to deliver the baby. They have
never seen a doctor. It happens all the
time. They were saying: We need to do
something to allow these children to
have a place they can go to get the
care. Why don’t they get care? There
are a lot of reasons, but mainly it is a
money situation.

I think this amendment is wonderful,
and I like this part of our amendment
very much, but I personally believe
every woman in America, whether it is
the wife of a billionaire or a woman
who is on welfare and has nothing, and
is 12 years old or 14 years old, should
all be able to have free prenatal care.
Every woman in America should be
able to have free prenatal care. It
would save this country so much
money.

These doctors told me when they
came to visit me that there are many
million-dollar babies who, because of
lack of prenatal care, are born with all
kinds of problems. Had they had some
prenatal care—some of these girls do
not realize they should not smoke or
take dope. They do not know. These
are kids. If they had a place to go for
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prenatal care—there are grown women
who need advice and counseling as to
what should and should not be done
during pregnancy.

I really believe all women should
have free prenatal care. There should
not be means testing. I think every
woman should have free prenatal care
in our country. We would save so much
money as a society by doing that. That
is another battle down the road some
other day.

This amendment would give States
the option of covering women in the
State Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram for the full range of their health
needs, including prenatal delivery and
postpartum care. The mortality rates
for infants and for mothers remain
alarmingly high in the United States.
We can, we should, and we must reduce
these rates by extending coverage for
prenatal care and pregnancy-related
services. Unfortunately, the adminis-
tration imposed a regulation last year
that allows the fetus to be insured
through SCHIP but excludes—ex-
cludes—the mother from coverage. Let
me say that again. Through an admin-
istrative fiat, regulation, order, man-
date, this administration imposed a
regulation last year that allows a fetus
to be insured through SCHIP, but ex-
cludes the mother of that fetus from
coverage. Try to logically figure that
one out. This is illogical, I think it is
shameful, and I think it is absurd.

It, in effect, punishes women and cer-
tainly does not improve their health
care. In any case, how can one claim to
care about the health of an unborn
child and not provide for the health
and needs of his or her mother? The ad-
ministration’s policy means pregnant
women are not covered during their
pregnancy for medical emergencies, ac-
cidents, broken bones, mental illness,
cancer, or even lifesaving surgery. Only
procedures considered medically nec-
essary for the fetus are covered. No
postpartum care, of course, is included.

Remarkably, Health and Human
Services Secretary Thompson tried to
defend this policy by suggesting—Ilisten
to this—that the regulation which ex-
plicitly denies postpartum care is more
comprehensive than legislation which
provides full coverage including
postpartum care. That is what he said.
Do not try to figure out what it means
because I cannot. This strains the cre-
dulity of anyone reading this and
studying this situation. It flies in the
face of common sense. We cannot have
healthy babies if we ignore the health
of the expectant mother. So States
should be able to provide pregnant
women with a full range of health serv-
ices through SCHIP.

We should embrace these measures to
protect the health of women and ba-
bies, prevent unintended pregnancies,
and reduce abortions.

I am very happy to work with the
distinguished Senator from the State
of Washington, who is always on the
cutting edge of things that relate to
being compassionate and caring about
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people. It is an honor to join with her
in helping us find common ground,
commonsense solutions and show some
compassion.

Let us find common ground. Let us
agree on commonsense solutions and
let us show compassion. There are four
elements of this amendment. I hope we
will move on and pass this unani-
mously. I do not know how anyone
could oppose these commonsense
amendments, but time will only tell.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, we
have roughly 10 minutes before we pro-
ceed to a debate on the constitutional
role of the Senate in the advise and
consent process. I do not have a suffi-
cient amount of time to respond to all
of the comments made by my col-
leagues from Washington and Nevada.
We are looking at the amendment. We
may have some amendments to it. My
understanding is there are two jurisdic-
tional pieces to this amendment. One is
in the Finance Committee. The other is
in the HELP Committee. We are still
getting feedback from those commit-
tees.

My understanding is that some of
these provisions have been offered at
the committee level previously and the
chairmen of those respective commit-
tees are letting us know what they
would like to do.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. SANTORUM. I am happy to yield
for a question.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator tell
me if the underlying legislation, S. 3,
went through the committee before it
came to the floor?

Mr. SANTORUM. As the Senator
from Illinois knows, this is the fourth
Congress in which this legislation has
been considered. It has gone through
committee in previous Congresses. As I
mentioned before, there are some
changes to this legislation, but the
basic underlying procedure that we at-
tempt to ban is one that is very famil-
iar to the Senator from Illinois and
very familiar to other Members. It is
obviously familiar to members of the
committee. While this is a bill that,
again, I would argue has some dif-
ferences in it that are important from
a constitutional perspective, this is an
issue very familiar to every Member of
the Senate and there was not really a
sense that this was one that needed to
go through the process again.

Mr. DURBIN. If the Senator will
yield for two brief questions, and I will
not dwell on this any longer.

Mr. SANTORUM. Yes.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator please
tell us when was the last time this bill
went through the committee process,
for example, the Judiciary Committee?
Secondly, has this bill, which is vir-
tually identical to the Nebraska stat-
ute rejected by the Supreme Court,
gone through committee hearings since
the Supreme Court rejected this very
same language in the Nebraska stat-
ute?
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Mr. SANTORUM. I will get the an-
swer to the first question. I do not have
the answer, but I will get that, No. 1.
No. 2, this is different than the Ne-
braska statute. In fact, it was drafted
in response to the Supreme Court’s rul-
ing in the Carhart v. Stenberg case.

To the other question, have there
been hearings conducted about it, the
answer 1is, no, there have not been
hearings in the Senate. I do not know
whether the House has conducted hear-
ings on this language or not, but I can
certainly find that out.

We are making the case and we will
continue to make the case, and I as-
sume those who oppose this legislation
will make their case, as to the con-
stitutionality of this legislation in its
amended form that was struck down by
the U.S. Supreme Court. I will go
through those arguments repeatedly. 1
do not have time now because we only
have about 5 minutes and I do have
some other things I want to say.

Clearly, we believe we have addressed
the issue of health. The Supreme
Court, in the Carhart v. Stenberg case,
took the record of the lower court. The
lower court found that the health ex-
ception was needed based on the
record, and the U.S. Supreme Court
took the findings of fact from the dis-
trict court and applied the standard
that they would apply to this case,
that the district court was clearly er-
roneous in coming to that decision.
They did not find that standard to be
met and so they accepted the under-
lying premise.

Congress has, on repeated occasions,
made findings of fact in preparation for
review by the courts, and in a vast
number of these cases, the courts have
been very deferential to Congress, as a
body, that gets into much more detail
through the process of hearings. We
have had numerous hearings about this
procedure in both the Senate and the
House.

So while the Senator from Illinois
has asked if we have had any recent
hearings, we have had plenty of hear-
ings on this issue and plenty of hear-
ings about the medical necessity of
this procedure. I ask the Senator from
Illinois or any Senator who opposes
this legislation, please come to the
floor and present one case where this
procedure is medically necessary. I do
not think we need any more hearings.
All I need is one case where this proce-
dure would be medically necessary. In 7
years, no one has come to the floor of
the Senate, no one has come to a hear-
ing, no one has come before a hearing,
no one has come anywhere, publicly,
privately or otherwise, and presented a
case where this is medically necessary
for the health of the mother. So if
there are no cases where it is medically
necessary for the health of the mother,
it is by definition outside of the rubric
of Roe v. Wade. Now, that is a finding
of Congress. That is a finding of Con-
gress that is continuing to be substan-
tiated by the inaction of those who op-
pose this to come up with a case.
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Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. SANTORUM. Sure, I am happy to
yield.

Mr. REID. Let me say, through the
Chair, to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, the manager of this bill, the ma-
jority leader asked Senator DASCHLE
and I to try to do something to move
this legislation along. In good faith, we
have narrowed the number of amend-
ments to seven or eight that we have
offered. The reason Senator MURRAY
and I did this amendment is we
thought we would get all the preven-
tion issues out of the way quickly.

The point I am trying to make to my
friend is that we are going to offer
these together or separately. We are
going to have votes on these amend-
ments one way or the other. That is
why we have asked that there be no
second-degree amendments. Everyone
should understand that we will come
back and reoffer these.

In good faith, we are trying to move
this legislation along. There is no ef-
fort to stall or to delay in any way. In
good faith, we are trying to work this
out with the other side. I only say this
because the Senator said the commit-
tees wanted to look this over. Senator
MURRAY and I are going to get a vote
on these four issues. We would like to
do it all at once. That would be the
best way to do this. I want to make
sure the leader hears from us what we
are trying to do.

Mr. SANTORUM. I certainly respect
the desire of the Senator from Nevada
to get votes on these amendments, and
we may well be able to accommodate
that in a clean fashion directly, but I
do not know the answer to that. I am
still waiting to hear from the chairmen
who have just seen this amendment a
few minutes ago, to get a sense as to
whether they believe there are some
things that can be done to improve
upon this recommended language.

The second point, in response to the
Senator from Illinois, is the issue of
vagueness. That was the other issue
with which the Supreme Court dealt.
We have come up with a much clearer
definition.

The Senator from Washington said
this is a deceptive amendment, that
this language is very broad language
and it does not limit it to a partial-
birth abortion. I ask the Senator from
Washington, or the Senator from Cali-
fornia who was on the floor last night
with the same argument, if they could
describe a procedure that would be
banned by the language in this bill.
Give me another procedure and give me
the definition of that procedure and
tell me how that procedure would be
banned by this bill.

The Senator from  Washington
brought in a case which certainly is a
very distressing case, one that I can re-
late to on a personal basis, of a child
who was discovered in utero with a
fetal abnormality. The abortion per-
formed on that child was done at 16
weeks. It was not a partial-birth abor-

S3429

tion and under this legislation would
continue to be legal. So we did not re-
strict at all the procedures that are
done in any hospital in this country,
because hospitals do not do this proce-
dure. Abortion clinics do this proce-
dure.

As I have said many times, they do it
for one reason: the convenience of the
abortionist to do more abortions in a
shorter period of time. The doctor who
developed this procedure developed it,
in his words, so he could do more late-
term abortions. He said this procedure
takes 15 minutes. The other one takes
45. So he could do more abortions in 1
day. That does not strike me as one
that was developed for medical neces-
sity or to protect the health of women,
but to protect the pocketbook of an
abortionist, and that is not the kind of
medicine that we should confirm or af-
firm in the Senate.

I yield the floor.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF MIGUEL A.
ESTRADA, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE
UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA CIRCUIT

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
previous order, the hour of 11 a.m. hav-
ing arrived, the Senate will now go
into executive session and resume con-
sideration of Executive Calendar No.
21, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Miguel A. Hstrada,
of Virginia, to be United States Circuit
Judge for the District of Columbia Cir-
cuit.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
previous order, the time until 12:30
p.m. shall be equally divided between
the two leaders or their designees.

The majority leader is recognized.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, thank you
for presiding this morning. I appreciate
your participation as our Presiding Of-
ficer in what we all recognize is an im-
portant moment for the Senate, the
Senate that we all serve.

I have asked for this session over ap-
proximately the next hour and a half
because one of our most important
roles as Senators is to vote on execu-
tive nominations, including judges,
lifetime appointees, who serve such a
vital role in our constitutional design.

Because of the current debate, I have
looked to our Founders for some guid-
ance. John Adams, who helped create
our Federal judiciary with his inde-
pendence and its lifetime appoint-
ments, gave us a guide. He wrote that
judges should be:

Men of experience on the laws, of exem-
plary morals, invincible patience, unruffled
calmness, indefatigable application. . . (and)
subservient to none.

This is a high standard for a nominee
and one I believe that Miguel Estrada
has met. But it is also a charge for our
Senate as the steward of an inde-
pendent judiciary. Has the Senate met
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the Adams test or has this unprece-
dented filibuster and delay brought us
all to the point of failing to meet that
charge of John Adams?

Elected by my constituents, I am a
Senator. Selected by my colleagues, 1
serve as Republican leader. Recognized
by the Chair, I act as majority leader.
With these responsibilities, I am en-
trusted as a guardian of the Senate. Its
institutions, its traditions, its obliga-
tions are my unique charge, not only
as leader but as a Member.

I am sensitive to this serious respon-
sibility and I look forward to the dis-
cussion over the next hour and a half
as we elevate the debate to what was
intended under advise and consent as
spelled out in the Constitution. As we
move forward in the conversation over
the course of the morning, with not
just this nomination at issue but, real-
ly, our overall function as an institu-
tion under scrutiny, I will listen to all
to hear their concerns and ideas about
how best to move forward in a way that
does justice to this nominee, but also
to our institution and our Constitu-
tion.

To that end, our president, George
Bush, has sent a letter to Senator
DASCHLE and myself on this topic.
Among his observations, he wrote the
following:

I ask Senators of both parties to come to-
gether to end the escalating cycle of blame
and bitterness and to restore fairness, pre-
dictability, and dignity to the process. I ask
that the Senate take action, including adop-
tion of a permanent rule, to ensure timely up
or down votes on judicial nominations both
now and in the future, no matter who is
President or which party controls the Sen-
ate. This is the only way to ensure that our
judiciary works and that good people remain
willing to be nominated to the Federal
bench.

All senators should have a chance to have
their voices heard and their votes counted.
All Presidents should have their judicial
nominees considered and voted upon in a rea-
sonable time. All nominees considered and
voted upon in a reasonable time. All nomi-
nees should have the certainty of an up-or-
down Senate vote within a reasonable time.
All judges should have the assurance that
vacancies on their courts will not persist for
years. And all Americans should have the as-
surance that the federal courts will remain
open and fully staffed to resolve their dis-
putes and protect their rights and liberties.

As leader, I tend to listen closely and
patiently to the deeply held opinions
expressed on the floor in hopes we can
rise above the moment and act as our
Founders intended. I ask unanimous
consent the letter dated March 11 to
myself and Senator DASCHLE from the
President of the United States be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, DC, March 11, 2003.
Hon. BILL FRIST,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR FRIST: The Senate is debat-
ing the nomination of Miguel A. Estrada to
be a Judge of the United States Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia. Miguel
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Estrada’s life is an example of the American
Dream. He came to this country from Hon-
duras as a teenager barely speaking English
and went on to graduate with honors from
Harvard Law School. He has argued 15 cases
before the Supreme Court of the United
States and served in the United States De-
partment of Justice under Presidents of both
political parties. The American Bar Associa-
tion has given him its highest rating. When
appointed, he will be the first Hispanic ever
to serve on the D.C. Circuit.

I submitted Mr. Estrada’s nomination to
the Senate on May 9, 2001. But his nomina-
tion has been stalled for partisan reasons for
nearly 2 years in which the Senate has not
held a vote either to confirm or to reject the
nomination.

The Senate has a solemn responsibility to
exercise its constitutional advice and con-
sent function and hold up or down votes on
judicial nominees within a reasonable time
after nomination. Senators who are filibus-
tering a vote on Miguel Estrada are flouting
the intention of the United States Constitu-
tion and the tradition of the United States
Senate. The filibuster is the culmination of
an escalating series of back-and-forth tactics
that have marred the judicial confirmation
process for years, as many judicial nominees
have never received up or down Senate votes.
And now, a minority of Senators are threat-
ening for the first time to use ideological
filibusters as a standard tool to indefinitely
block confirmation of well-qualified nomi-
nees with strong bipartisan support. This has
to end.

The judicial confirmation process is bro-
ken, and the consequences for the American
people are real. Because of the Senate’s fail-
ure to hold timely votes, the number of judi-
cial vacancies has been unacceptably high
during my Presidency and those of President
Bill Clinton and President George H.W.
Bush. The Chief Justice has warned that the
high number of judicial vacancies, when
combined with the ever-increasing caseloads,
leads to crowded courts and threatens the
administration of justice. When under-
staffed, the Federal courts cannot act in a
timely manner to resolve disputes that af-
fect the lives and liberties of all Americans.
The courts cannot decide constitutional
cases promptly, which harms people seeking
to vindicate and protect their rights, and the
courts cannot rule on commercial cases effi-
ciently, which hurts the economy, busi-
nesses, and workers. Our system of equal jus-
tice under law administered fairly and effi-
ciently is at risk. The American Bar Associa-
tion in 2002 accurately described the situa-
tion as an ‘‘emergency.”’

My concern about the state of the judicial
confirmation process is not new. In June
2000, I proposed timely votes for all nomi-
nees, stating that the confirmation process
““‘does not empower anyone to turn the proc-
ess into a protracted ordeal of unreasonable
delay and unrelenting investigation.” In
May 2001, when I announced my first judicial
nominations, I urged the Senate to rise
above the bitterness of the past and again
asked that every judicial nominee receive a
timely up or down vote. In October 2002,
after nearly two additional years in which
too many nominees did not receive votes, I
proposed a specific, commonsense plan in-
volving all three Branches that, among other
steps, would ensure that all judicial nomi-
nees receive an up or down Senate vote with-
in 180 days of nomination.

Over the years, many Senators of both po-
litical parties have publicly agreed with the
principle that every judicial nominee should
receive a timely up or down Senate vote.
Similarly, the Federal Judiciary, speaking
through the Chief Justice in his 2001 Year-
End Report, has stated that the Senate
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should ‘‘schedule up or down votes on judi-
cial nominees within a reasonable time after
receiving the nomination.”

I ask Senators of both parties to come to-
gether to end the escalating cycle of blame
and bitterness and to restore fairness, pre-
dictability, and dignity to the process. I ask
that the Senate take action, including adop-
tion of a permanent rule, to ensure timely up
or down votes on judicial nominations both
now and in the future, no matter who is
President or which party controls the Sen-
ate. This is the only way to ensure that our
Judiciary works and that good people remain
willing to be nominated to the Federal
bench.

All Senators should have a chance to have
their voices heard and their votes counted.
All Presidents should have their judicial
nominees considered and voted upon in a rea-
sonable time. All nominees should have the
certainty of an up or down Senate vote with-
in a reasonable time. All Judges should have
the assurance that vacancies on their courts
will not persist for years. And all Americans
should have the assurance that the Federal
courts will remain open and fully staffed to
resolve their disputes and protect their
rights and liberties.

As I stated last October, the current state
of affairs in the United States Senate is not
merely another round of political wrangling.
It is a disturbing failure to meet a responsi-
bility under the Constitution. Our country
deserves better, the process can work better,
and we can make it better. The Constitution
has given us a shared duty, and we must
meet that duty together. Thank you for your
attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,
GEORGE W. BUSH.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I will des-
ignate Senator HATCH to be in control
of the remaining time on the Repub-
lican side.

With that, I yield the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Demo-
cratic leader is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I re-
gret to say that the White House and
many of our Republican colleagues
have twisted this debate beyond all
recognition. It is sadly ironic that Re-
publicans now seek to cast this as a de-
bate about constitutionality, for it is
Republicans who evidently are quite
ready to throw over our Constitution’s
enduring principles merely because
they do not fit the politics of the mo-
ment.

Democrats have been accused of sub-
verting the Constitution for mere po-
litical gain. We have been accused of
subjecting a nominee to ‘‘unprece-
dented obstructionism.” We have been
accused of employing these tactics in
the service of racism. Enough is
enough. It is time to call the rhetoric
of some of our Republican colleagues
for what it is: Rank hypocrisy and cyn-
ical manipulation of fact.

While in the majority, Democrats fa-
cilitated the confirmation of 100 of the
President’s nominees to the Federal
bench. After proving our cooperation,
we now have the temerity to ask one
nominee a series of simple questions
that go directly to the question of his
qualifications and judicial tempera-
ment.

We asked the administration to pro-
vide the documents the nominee draft-
ed during his tenure at the Department
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of Justice, documents that have been
provided by both Democratic and Re-
publican administrations in the past.
We ask these questions not to score
cheap political points but to fulfill our
solemn obligations under the Constitu-
tion.

The Senate, not just the Senate ma-
jority but the entire Senate, is re-
quired under the Constitution to pro-
vide advice and consent to the Presi-
dent on his nominations. All we have
asked is that we be given the informa-
tion necessary to provide that in-
formed consent. Mr. Estrada, however,
has chosen not to cooperate.

That is his right. But it is our con-
stitutional duty to reserve our judg-
ment until we know the whole picture.

Imagine a job applicant refusing to
fill out the last four pages of a five-
page application.

You couldn’t get a job flipping burg-
ers with that response. Surely, the
American people would not reward
such intransigence with a lifetime ap-
pointment to the second-most powerful
court in the land.

Republicans disagree, and so it is the
recalcitrance of the nominee and the
administration, not Democratic oppo-
sition, that is responsible for this delay
today.

Today, Republicans, one after an-
other, will come to this chamber to
claim that they are shocked that any
nominee could be treated to this un-
precedented obstructionism.

Let me be charitable and say that
only willful amnesia allows our col-
leagues to levy such charges.

In 1994, Senate Republicans stood be-
fore this chamber trying to persuade
their colleagues to filibuster one of
President Clinton’s nominations to the
Federal bench.

The current Chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee said then that the mi-
nority has to protect itself and those
the minority represents.”

In 2000, the Senate was forced to vote
on cloture because for 4 years, Repub-
licans filibustered judicial nominee,
Richard Paez and, for two years, Mar-
sha Berzon.

Fifteen Republican Senators, includ-
ing Senator FRIST, Senator INHOFE,
Senator CRAIG, Senator BROWNBACK,
Senator DEWINE, and others voted to
continue the filibuster of Richard Paez.

Thirty Senators voted to ‘‘indefi-
nitely postpone‘‘—quoting from the
resolution—Mr. Paez’s nomination,
which had then been pending for more
than 1,500 days. That’s right, 1,600 days.

No Republicans objected then. No Re-
publican expressed concern for the un-
precedented obstructionism that could
endanger the Constitution that we are
likely to hear about this morning.

No Republican dared to castigate his
colleagues by calling the opposition to
Mr. Paez ‘‘anti-Hispanic.”

But the truth is, by comparison to
the treatment of other nominees by the
Republican majority, Mr. Paez and Ms.
Berzon could almost be considered for-
tunate; at least their nominations
made it to the floor.
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Under the Republican majority, more
than 50 different Clinton administra-
tion judicial nominees saw their nomi-
nations killed, not because of the
shared objections of 41 Republican Sen-
ators, but because a single Senator
chose to place an anonymous hold on
their nomination. These nominations
never received a hearing or a vote in
the Judiciary Committee, let alone
consideration on the floor of the Sen-
ate.

By describing this sad history, I do
not mean to indicate how the con-
firmation process should work. It
should not.

The President promised he would
work with us on his judicial nominees.
But instead he continues to nominate
many extraordinarily controversial
candidates.

We stand ready to cooperate in the
nomination and confirmation of quali-
fied judges who will enforce the law
and protect the rights of all Ameri-
cans. We demonstrated that on many
occasions already in this Congress.

But we fear that we will be kept
waiting.

The suggestion that the Democratic
request for information is inappro-
priate is equally ludicrous.

When Robert Bork was nominated to
the Supreme Court, the Senate sought
and received his memos as Solicitor
General, including one to the President
on the application of Executive privi-
lege to the case of the Nixon audio-
tapes.

When Justice William Rehnquist was
nominated to the Supreme Court, the
Senate sought and received all of the
memos that he had written as a clerk
to Justice Robert Jackson.

When Stephen Trott was nominated
to the Ninth Circuit, the Senate sought
and received line attorney memos re-
garding the appointment of special
prosecutors.

When Benjamin Civiletti was nomi-
nated to be Attorney General, the Sen-
ate sought and received his line attor-
ney memos regarding anti-trust settle-
ment recommendations.

And when William Bradford Reynolds
was nominated for Associate Attorney
General, the Senate sought and re-
ceived his memos to the Solicitor Gen-
eral regarding a discrimination case, a
school prayer case, and internal legal
memos on a redistricting case.

Our request for information from Mr.
Estrada is both appropriate and well-
grounded in precedent. Yet because
that precedent stands in the way of
their political ends, Republicans now
seek to deny their own words and their
own actions.

They are here today claiming that
the Constitution is threatened by the
very same procedures they themselves
employed. They are here today claim-
ing that the Constitution can be
threatened by the very same powers
that it grants.

The Constitution is secure. The
Democrats support it by refusing to let
one third of our Government become a
rubber stamp.
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Alexander Hamilton, foremost among
the Framers in his support for a strong
presidency, wrote in the Federalist Pa-
pers that the Senate’s role in confirma-
tions was an indispensable check on ex-
ecutive power.

In explaining the advise and consent
clause, he wrote:

Might not [the President’s nomination] be
overruled? I grant that it might. . . . [but] if
by influencing the President be meant re-
straining him, that is precisely what must
have been intended.

Mr. President, every Member of this
body took an oath ‘‘to uphold and de-
fend the Constitution of the United
States.” That is exactly what Demo-
crats are doing.

I yield the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Utah is recognized.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have
listened to the distinguished majority
leader, and I have been very interested
in what he has had to say. The fact is,
in spite of what he has said, there has
never been a filibuster that has been
successful against a circuit court of ap-
peals nominee—never—in the history
of the Senate.

During the time President Clinton
was President of the United States, I
was chairman of the committee for 6
years. I admit there were some on our
side who wanted to filibuster some of
his nominees. I worked very hard and
diligently to make sure no filibuster
could succeed. As a matter of fact, I
don’t think there was a serious, true
filibuster at any time against any of
the Clinton nominees.

I suppose people can have their own
viewpoint, but the fact is that we
helped to make sure no filibuster would
succeed. We on this side made sure—
the leadership on this side, including
myself as leader of the Judiciary Com-
mittee—that no filibuster would suc-
ceed.

In fact, there is only one filibuster in
the history of the country that has suc-
ceeded, and that was against Justice
Fortas, back in 1968. I do not agree
with that. I think it was the wrong
thing then. It is the wrong thing now.
It is really the big issue we are talking
about today.

With regard to the request for addi-
tional information from Mr. Estrada
and the unfortunate claim that he has
not cooperated with the other side,
look at the transcript—almost 300
pages long. It is one of the longest
hearings on a circuit court of appeals
nominee in history. Just look at the
transcript. He answered question after
question after question.

Then every Democrat on the com-
mittee was given an opportunity to
submit written questions. Only two
did. The others didn’t avail themselves
of that opportunity. They called that
hearing a very fair hearing. It was con-
ducted by them. It could have gone on
longer. They could have gone on an-
other day if they had wanted to, or
more than 1 day, more than 2 days.
They didn’t do it. The reason they
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didn’t is that they thought they would
never call him up anyway. Unfortu-
nately for them, they lost the election
and today the Republicans are in con-
trol and he has been called to the floor.
Once called to the floor, he deserves an
up-or-down vote under our laws.

They are saying that, in spite of an
almost 9-hour committee hearing, in
spite of having all of his briefs and his
oral arguments before the Supreme
Court in 15 cases, in spite of the fact
that he has the unanimously well
qualified highest recommendation of
their gold standard, the American Bar
Association, in spite of the fact that
they have numerous other documents
and records and have documented his
cases, they are saying they do not
know enough about Mr. Estrada so
they have to go into the highly privi-
leged matters concerning recommenda-
tions for appeals, certiorari, and ami-
cus curiae matters, some of the most
privileged documents in the history of
the country, in the Solicitor General’s
Office, in spite of the fact that seven
living former Solicitors General have
said that should never be allowed.

In each of the cases that the distin-
guished majority leader has cited
where some documents have been
given, these documents were given pur-
suant to specific requests for docu-
ments.

In this case, we have the generalized
request of a fishing expedition into vir-
tually every document he ever worked
on at the Solicitor General’s Office. No
one has ever allowed a fishing expedi-
tion into these privileged documents of
the Justice Department, let alone the
Solicitor General’s Office.

I join my colleagues here to voice
grave concern over what appears to me
to be a system in serious danger of
breaking. I am talking about the sys-
tem by which the Senate exercises its
constitutional obligation to provide
advice and consent on judicial nomi-
nees.

At the outset of my remarks, let me
take a moment to set straight the
proper role of the Senate in the con-
firmation of judicial nominees, start-
ing with the text of the Constitution.
In its enumeration of presidential pow-
ers, the Constitution specifies that the
confirmation of judges begins and ends
with the President. The Senate has the
intermediary role of providing advice
and consent. Here is the precise lan-
guage of Article II, Section 2:

The President . . . shall nominate, and by
and with the Advice and Consent of the Sen-
ate, shall appoint . . . Judges of the supreme
Court, and all other Officers of the United
States, whose Appointments are not herein
otherwise provided for, and which shall be
established by Law.

There is no question that the Con-
stitution squarely places the appoint-
ment power in the hands of the Presi-
dent. As Alexander Hamilton explained
in The Federalist No. 66:

It will be the Office of the President to
nominate, and, with the advice and consent
of the Senate, to appoint. There will, of
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course, be no exertion of choice on the part
of the Senate. They may defeat one choice of
the Executive, and oblige him to make an-
other; but they cannot themselves choose—
they can only ratify or reject the choice he
may have made.

It is significant that the Constitution
outlines the Senate’s role in the ap-
pointments process in the enumeration
of presidential powers in Article II,
rather than in the enumeration of con-
gressional powers in Article I. This
choice suggests that the Senate was in-
tended to play a more limited role in
the confirmation of Federal judges.

Hamilton’s discussion of the Appoint-
ments Clause in The Federalist No. 76
supports this reading. Hamilton be-
lieved that the President, acting alone,
would be the better choice for making
nominations, as he would be less vul-
nerable to personal considerations and
political negotiations than the Senate
and more inclined, as the sole decision
maker, to select nominees who would
reflect well on the presidency. The
Senate’s role, by comparison, would be
to act as a powerful check on ‘“‘unfit”
nominees by the President. As he put
it,

[Senate confirmation] would be an excel-
lent check upon a spirit of favoritism in the
President, and would tend greatly to prevent
the appointment of unfit characters from
State prejudice, from family connection,
from personal attachment, or from a view to
popularity.

This is a far cry from efforts we’ve
seen over the past couple of years to
inject ideology into the nominations
process, and to force nominees to dis-
close their personal opinions on hot-
button and divisive policy issues like
abortion, gun control, and affirmative
action which undoubtedly will come
before the courts.

Historically, deliberation by the Sen-
ate could be quite short, especially
when compared to today’s practice.
Take, for example, the 1862 nomination
and confirmation of Samuel F. Miller
to the United States Supreme Court.
He was nominated, confirmed, and
commissioned all on the same day! The
Senate formally deliberated on his
nomination for only 30 minutes before
confirming him. His experience was not
the exception. Confirmations on the
same day, or within a few days, of the
nomination were the norm well into
the 20th century.

Contrast the Estrada nomination. He
waited nearly a year and a half for his
confirmation hearing, which lasted for
hours. His nomination is now in its
fifth week of debate on the Senate
floor, nearly 2 years after the President
nominated him. Clearly, this is a far
cry from the role for the Senate that
the Framers contemplated. What was
enumerated in the Constitution as ad-
vice and consent has in practice
evolved to negotiation and cooperation
in the best cases, and delay and ob-
struction in the worst cases—like that
of Mr. Estrada.

The Estrada nomination illustrates
what is wrong with our current system
of confirming judicial nominees. De-
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spite a bipartisan majority of Senators
who stand ready to vote on his nomina-
tion, a vocal minority of Senators is
precluding the Senate from exercising
its advice and consent duty. This is
tyranny of the minority, and its is un-
fair.

It is unfair to the nominee, who must
put his life on hold while he hangs in
endless limbo, wondering whether he
will be confirmed. It is unfair to the ju-
diciary, our co-equal branch of govern-
ment, which needs its vacancies filled.
It is unfair to our President, who has a
justified expectation that the Senate
will give his nominees an up-or-down
vote. And it is unfair to the majority of
Senators who are prepared to vote on
this nomination.

The filibuster of Mr. Estrada’s nomi-
nation also represents a new low in the
annuals of judicial confirmations. If
Mr. Estrada is not confirmed, he will
be the first lower court judicial nomi-
nee defeated through a filibuster. More
broadly, he will be the first judicial
nominee, period, defeated through a
party-line filibuster, since the fili-
buster of the Fortas nomination for
Chief Justice was supported by Demo-
crats and Republicans alike. This bi-
partisan opposition was apparently
well grounded, since Justice Fortas ul-
timately resigned from the Supreme
Court amid allegations of ethical mis-
conduct.

Of course, no such allegations of mis-
conduct surround Mr. Estrada—only
pure partisan politics can be blamed
for the obstruction of a vote on his
nomination. Let me take a moment to
illustrate.

What does it take? There are so
many Republican efforts to confirm
Miguel Estrada that the nomination is
in the fifth week of debate on the Sen-
ate floor. There is no end in sight. Sev-
enteen attempts for unanimous con-
sent to end the debate and have the
vote were all rejected by our colleagues
on the other side. The White House
offer for Mr. Estrada to answer written
questions was rejected by all but one
Democratic Senator—all but one when
they offered him to answer written
questions. The White House offer for
Estrada to meet with Senators was re-
jected by all but one Democratic Sen-
ator.

It doesn’t sound to me as if they real-
ly want to know what is on his mind.
In my opinion, they could easily do so
by merely meeting with him and ask-
ing him any questions they want.

Of course, cloture filed to end the de-
bate was rejected.

The system is broken. This case illus-
trates it more than any other case that
has ever come before the Senate.

There can be little doubt that the
breakdown in the Senate’s advice and
consent role is not limited to Mr.
Estrada’s nomination. All nominees for
the circuit courts of appeals have suf-
fered, as these charts illustrate.

Let me just go through this. I am
talking about a system in danger of
breaking. I think it is broken. This
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shows the average days pending for cir-
cuit court nominees for the first 2
years of a President’s tenure. In the
case of Ronald Reagan, it took an aver-
age of 51 days for circuit court nomi-
nees to be pending before they got to a
vote on the floor. In the case of Presi-
dent George Herbert Walker Bush, it
took an average of 83 days in order to
get a judge pending. In the case of
President Clinton, it did go up. It took
an average of 107 days. With George W.
Bush, the current President, it has
taken 355 days.

That is a system in need of repair.
What we are seeing is a slowdown in
the confirmation of Federal judges.

Look at this: Again, a system in dan-
ger of breaking.

The confirmation rate of circuit
court nominees for the first 2 years:
Reagan, 95 percent; Bush, 96 percent;
and, Clinton, 86 percent of his circuit
court nominees were confirmed. George
W. Bush has 53 percent.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question? Does
the Senator have a chart that would
indicate the very same information but
would take the Clinton nominees in the
first 2 years when the control of the
Senate was in the Senator’s party?

Mr. HATCH. I don’t have that chart.

Mr. SARBANES. Wouldn’t that be a
more pertinent chart?

Mr. HATCH. Let me put it this way:
If we had not gone through—

Mr. SARBANES. The Senator picked
the Clinton years when his own party
was in the majority.

Mr. HATCH. That is right.

Mr. SARBANES. What is happening
here—my perception, at least—is that
what the Senator is now complaining
about is a tactic which was instituted
by the other side of the aisle in the
very recent past.

Now we are being told this isn’t the
right way to do business. But no one on
that side of the aisle said it wasn’t the
right way to do business only a few
years ago when they were doing ex-
actly the same thing.

Mr. HATCH. May I reclaim my time?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Utah has the floor.

Mr. HATCH. If the Senator has ques-
tions, I will be happy to take them. In
the case of President Clinton, yes, in
the first 2 years it was 86 percent. Yes,
JOE BIDEN was chairman at that time.
Yes, the Republicans cooperated to
make sure those circuit court nomi-
nees went through. In the first 2 years
of George W. Bush, the Democrats were
in control of the committee. We co-
operated all we could. That is the best
we could get done. I think those statis-
tics still stand up very strongly.

What we are seeing is a slowdown in
the confirmation of Federal judges—a
systematic and calculated effort to
block the nominees of the President of
this country from the Federal bench. It
is time to stop it. It is time to reform
the system, to de-escalate. The first
step, of course, is to vote on Mr.
Estrada’s confirmation. But there is
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much more that we can do to ensure
that no other judicial nominee repeats
this experience. I urge my colleagues
to join me in my efforts to put an end
to partisan politics in the confirmation
process.

I have to say, both sides have not
been right in this process in the past
years. I am not trying to just find fault
there, but one fault I can find: Never in
the history of this country has there
been a filibuster succeed against a cir-
cuit court of appeals nominee. To
argue that he has not provided enough
documentation or enough answers
when they refused to meet with him,
refused to submit written questions,
when they had one of the longest hear-
ings on record for a circuit court of ap-
peals nominee, when they have a mas-
sive amount of documents, not only all
the arguments he made before the Su-
preme Court but his briefs as well and
a tremendous, almost 300-page record
of proceedings before the committee, it
certainly makes my point.

To come here and say that we now
have to have privileged records on a
fishing expedition that doesn’t name
anything specifically seems to me to
fly in the face of what is right and
proper.

As I understand it, we will go back
and forth. I yield the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
previous order, the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, Re-
publicans claim that we do not have a
right to an extended debate on a judi-
cial nominee lacks any foundation. The
Constitution gives a strong role to the
Senate in confirming federal judges.
Both the text of the Appointments
Clause of the Constitution and the de-
bates over its adoption make clear that
the Senate should play an active and
independent role in selecting judges.

The Constitutional Convention met
Philadelphia from late May until mid-
September of 1787. On May 29, 1787, the
Convention began its work on the Con-
stitution with the Virginia Plan intro-
duced by Governor Randolph, which
provided ‘‘that a National Judiciary be
established, to be chosen by the Na-
tional Legislature.”” Under this plan,
the President had no role at all in the
selection of judges.

When this provision came before the
Convention on June 5th, several mem-
bers were concerned that having the
whole legislature select judges was too
unwieldy. James Wilson suggested an
alternative proposal that the President
be given sole power to appoint judges.
That idea had almost no support. Rut-
ledge of South Carolina said that he
“was by no means disposed to grant so
great a power to any single person.”
James Madison agreed that the legisla-
ture was too large a body, and stated
that he was ‘‘rather inclined to give
[the appointment power] to the Senato-
rial branch’ of the legislature, a group
“sufficiently stable and independent’
to provide ‘‘deliberate judgments.”

A week later, Madison offered a for-
mal motion to give the Senate the sole
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power to appoint judges and this mo-
tion was adopted without any objec-
tion. On June 19, the Convention for-
mally adopted a working draft of the
Constitution, and it gave the Senate
the exclusive power to appoint judges.

On July 18, the Convention re-
affirmed its decision to grant the Sen-
ate the exclusive power. James Wilson
again proposed ‘‘that the Judges be ap-
pointed by the Executive” and again
his motion was overwhelmingly de-
feated. The issue was considered again
on July 21, and the Convention again
agreed to the exclusive Senate appoint-
ment of judges. In a debate concerning
the provision, George Mason called the
idea of executive appointment of Fed-
eral judges a ‘‘dangerous precedent.”

Not until the final days of the Con-
vention was the President given power
to nominate Judges. On September 4, 2
weeks before the Convention’s work
was completed, the committee pro-
posed that the President should have a
role in selecting judges. It stated: ‘“The
President shall nominate and by and
with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate shall appoint judges of the Supreme
Court.”

The debates, make clear, however,
that while the President had the power
to nominate judges, the Senate still
had a central role. That is what the de-
bate made clear. For instance, Gov-
ernor Morris of Pennsylvania described
the provision as giving the Senate the
power ‘‘to appoint Judges nominated to
them by the President.

The Convention, having repeatedly
rejected proposals that would lodge ex-
clusive power to select judges with the
executive branch, could not possibly
have intended to reduce the Senate to
a rubber stamp role.

The reasons given by delegates to the
Convention for making the selection of
judges a joint decision by the President
and the Senate are as relevant today as
they were in 1787. The Framers refused
to give the power of appointment to a
“‘single individual.” They understood
that a more representative judiciary
would be best served by giving Mem-
bers of the Senate a major role.

The Senate has never hesitated to
fully exercise this power. During the
first 100 years after ratification of the
Constitution, 21 of 81 Supreme Court
nominations—one out of four—were re-
jected, withdrawn, or not acted on.
During these confirmation debates, ide-
ology often mattered. John Rutledge,
nominated by George Washington,
failed to win confirmation as Chief
Justice in 1795. Alexander Hamilton
and other Federalists opposed him be-
cause of his position on the controver-
sial Jay Treaty. A nominee of Presi-
dent James Polk was rejected because
of his anti-immigration position. A
nominee of President Hoover was re-
jected because of his anti-labor view.

A very substantial number of us be-
lieve that we are facing another his-
toric constitutional confirmation
which only the Senate’s power and
processes can resolve. Our President
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has embarked on a course that threat-
ens the balance of powers and the inde-
pendence of the judiciary. His legal ad-
visors have set him on a course to
stack the U.S. Courts with judges who
will judge in accordance with a narrow
and extreme set of views, views outside
of the judicial mainstream and aimed
at making draconian and sudden
changes in the direction of life and lib-
erty in this Nation. President Bush is
not the originator of this court-stack-
ing plan. It began decades ago with his
predecessors in the White House and
Justice Department. It has been en-
abled by the successful efforts of some
in our own body to retard the filling of
judicial vacancies over the past two
presidential terms.

The White House and its allies have
not been bashful about admitting their
radical goal. Our own respect for the
judiciary leaves no doubt that our
President was lawfully elected. But
there is not the slightest basis for the
argument that any popular mandate
supports such a massive shift in judi-
cial direction.

As Senators we have the power, and
the responsibility to ourselves, our
constituencies and our institution, to
resist revolutionary change in the bal-
ance of power. We have the power—and
responsibility—to reject the mnotion
that a President can suddenly fashion
the judiciary in his own image. We
have a special responsibility to do so
when the Senate is so evenly divided
that, after due consideration and de-
bate based on all the necessary infor-
mation, the switch of a few votes could
change the result. We certainly have
the obligation to do so when the Execu-
tive Branch prevents us from exer-
cising our assigned constitutional pow-
ers of advice and consent by depriving
us of any access to the only documents
which might tell us what kind of a
judge a nominee will be—the very doc-
uments which the President’s lawyers
used to select and vet the nominee.

The issue before us today is about
much more than Miguel Estrada. It is
about the essential nature of our gov-
ernment; it is about the core values of
the Senate; it is about our history and
our legacy.

We must not let the Founders down.
We must not let our predecessors down.
We must not let our constituents down.
We must not let our Nation down.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Who yields
time?

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I begin
by taking direct issue with the argu-
ments by the Senator from Massachu-
setts. The advice and consent function
set forth in the Constitution has been
consistently interpreted for 216 years
to confirm Presidential nominations,
unless there is a reason not to. That
has been the practice. Now we have a
new position advocated by the Demo-
crats, saying if there are 41 obstruc-
tors, then the Democrats want an equal
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share in the process of judicial selec-
tion.

The Senator from South Dakota
raised the consideration that no one on
this side of the aisle had spoken up,
when in effect the shoe was on the
other foot when the Democrats con-
trolled the White House and Repub-
licans controlled the Senate. There
were those on this side of the aisle who
spoke up and said worthy nominees
submitted by President Clinton should
be confirmed. I was one of them. We did
confirm a number of contested nomina-
tions: Judge Richard Paez, Marsha
Berzon, Roger Gregory, and others.

So it is true there have been delays
when one party has controlled the
White House and the other party has
controlled the Senate. And Republicans
are not blameless in this process. But I
submit that in the 107th Congress, with
President Bush in the White House and
the Democrats in control of the Sen-
ate, the process has been carried to
great extreme. This year, with the Re-
publicans controlling both the White
House and the Senate, we have had the
unprecedented position of a filibuster
on a judge for the court of appeals.

In the history of the judicial con-
firmation process, there has been only
one prior filibuster, and that was on
Justice Abe Fortas, nominated to be
Chief Justice. That involved an issue of
integrity, and that was a bipartisan fil-
ibuster. We had, perhaps, the most bit-
ter contest on confirmation when Cir-
cuit Judge Clarence Thomas was up for
confirmation to the Supreme Court.
Within 50 minutes, let alone 5 minutes,
I could not begin to summarize the
contest there on the bitterness of the
proceedings. Justice Thomas was con-
firmed 52-48. But no one suggested
there ought to be a filibuster. The reg-
ular rule was followed. Even though
there was a tie vote in the Judiciary
Committee, which would not custom-
arily, under Judiciary Committee
rules, permit the matter to be ad-
vanced to the full body, it did come to
the full Senate and there was no fili-
buster, and Justice Thomas was con-
firmed.

When the Democrats—and I very
much deplore the partisan nature of
this debate, but it is a matter of Demo-
crats versus Republicans, and it is my
hope we will find a way to solve it.
When the Democrats raise issues about
Miguel Estrada answering more ques-
tions, or raise the contention that his
work as an assistant Solicitor General
ought to be disclosed, they are, pure
and simple, red herrings.

A long litany of nominees have come
before the Judiciary Committee who
have declined to answer questions and
have been confirmed. In the judicial
process, judges are not expected to give
opinions until there is a case in con-
troversy, until there are facts, until
briefs are submitted, until there is oral
argument, until there is deliberation
among the judges, then a decision is
made—not to answer a wide variety of
hypothetical questions that are posed
in nomination proceedings.
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On the confirmation process of
Merrick Garland, I asked the question:
Do you favor, as a personal matter,
capital punishment?

Mr. Garland replied: This is really a
matter of settled law now. The Court
has held that capital punishment is
constitutional and lower courts are ex-
pected to follow the rule.

Because of time limitations, I shall
not go into detail on that. When Mar-
sha Berzon appeared before the com-
mittee, she was asked by Senator Rob-
ert Smith about the abortion issue.
Marsha Berzon was later confirmed.

I ask for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator 2 more minutes.

Mr. SPECTER. Marsha Berzon re-
sponded that the matter was settled,
regardless of what her views were. A
similar response was given by Judith
Rogers to questions by former Senator
Cohen.

With respect to Miguel Estrada’s
work as an Assistant Solicitor General,
seven former Solicitors General wrote
to Senator LEAHY, laying out the fact
that it is of ‘‘vital importance of can-
dor and confidentiality in the Solicitor
General’s decision-making process that
Miguel Estrada’s work should not be
disclosed.”

I am delighted that we have been
joined by a number of Senators from
the other side of the aisle. It is my
hope that we will yet get five addi-
tional Senators who will break the
deadlock and we will move to cloture
and we will end this debate.

This controversy is poisoning the
Senate beyond any question. It is dis-
tracting the Senate from other very
important business. I hope we will find
a way out promptly and ultimately es-
tablish a protocol so many days after a
nomination is submitted, a hearing by
the Judiciary Committee; so many
days later, a committee vote; so many
days later, floor action; so that regard-
less of what party controls the White
House and what party controls the
Senate, the public business will be at-
tended to and the partisanship will be
taken out of the selection and con-
firmation of Federal judges.

I yield the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
previous order, the Senator from Ne-
vada is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. REID. My colleagues on the
other side of the aisle argue that the
Senate’s extended debate over Mr.
Estrada’s nomination is somehow un-
constitutional. This is, at the very
least, curious. They say Senate rule
XXII, which allows for cloture on judi-
cial nominations, is unconstitutional.
Very curious. That rule provides that a
vote of 60 Members of this body may
end debate.

They point to the Constitution which
provides several examples where a
supermajority is required to approve a
measure. Since nominations are not
mentioned, they argue, only a simple
majority should be required.

But the majority’s focus on the vote
count misses the point. If cloture had
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not been extended to nominations,
among other things, in 1949, what
would be the result? Well, maybe a sin-
gle Senator could engage in unlimited
debate. There would be no provision
whatsoever to cut off that debate.
There would be no provision to get to a
vote—whether it be a supermajority or
a majority vote.

Surely my colleagues do not argue
that extended debate in the world’s
greatest deliberative body is unconsti-
tutional.

We will continue to exercise our
right to debate this nominee until he
answers the Judiciary Committee’s
questions and provides the committee
with his memoranda.

The vigorous debate we continue to
have on the Estrada nomination re-
flects our fidelity to our constitutional
obligations to advise and consent to
Presidential judicial nominees.

It is that role that is the proper sub-
ject of a constitutional debate.

What did the Founding Fathers have
in mind when they made that provi-
sion? In the Federalist Paper No. 47,
James Madison, quoting Montesquieu,
stated:

There can be no liberty where the legisla-
tive and executive powers are united in the
same person, or body of magistrates.

In Federalist No. 76, Alexander Ham-
ilton was more specific when he ex-
plained that the Senate’s role:

[w]ould be an excellent check upon a spirit
of favoritism in the President, and would
tend greatly to prevent the appointment of
unfit characters [while serving as an] effica-
cious source of stability in the Administra-
tion.

In a lecture at the Heritage Founda-
tion in 1993, David Forte said, in Fed-
eralist No. 10 and 51, Madison proposed
division within the central government
into a complex separation of powers.
Forte said:

The liberties of the people would therefore
be protected, first by the residuum of sov-
ereignty left to the states, and secondly, by
tying different constituencies to separate
parts of the federal government—House of
Representatives, Senate, Executive, and Ju-
diciary—and giving each branch some part of
each other’s powers in order to defend itself
against any branch’s aggrandizement of its
own powers.

As Justice Brandeis said in Myers v.
United States:

The doctrine of separation of powers was
adopted by the Convention of 1787 not to pro-
mote efficiency, but to preclude the exercise
of arbitrary power.

Justice Brandeis went on to say:

The purpose was not to avoid friction, but,
by means of the inevitable friction incident
to the distribution of the governmental pow-
ers among three departments, to save the
people from autocracy.

Indeed, this is the heart of the
Estrada debate. The administration
has advised this nominee not to answer
our questions. It refuses to turn over
documents which have been provided in
the past and which would help evaluate
this nominee.

The administration has made it im-
possible for the Senate to fulfill its
constitutional duty. The White House
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seeks to wield unchecked power over
the appointment of lifetime Federal
judges, but that is not what the Found-
ers of our country had in mind or what
the Constitution provides. The Con-
stitution divides power over nomina-
tions between the President and the
Senate.

In an article in the Emory Law Jour-
nal, Professor Carl Tobias discussed
how that intent of the Constitution’s
drafters has been carried out:

The Senate has actively participated in
naming judges since the chamber’s creation
because members of this body have a signifi-
cant stake in affecting . . . appointments.

He continued:

There has also been a venerable tradition
in the senatorial involvement in the choice
of nominees. . . . The state’s senators or sen-
ior elected officials who are members of the
President’s political party have ordinarily
recommended candidates whom the Chief Ex-
ecutive in turn has nominated.

In short, judicial selection has been a
shared responsibility of the President and
the Senate. . . .

I would add that this is as the Found-
ers intended.

The Cato Institute’s ‘“‘Handbook for
Congress’’ puts it quite nicely:

More important than knowing a nominee’s
‘‘judicial philosophy’’ is knowing his philos-
ophy of the Constitution. For the Constitu-
tion, in the end, is what defines us as a na-
tion.

The Constitution defines the role of
the President and the role of the Sen-
ate—

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
has spoken for 5 minutes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senator
KENNEDY used all his time. I ask for an
additional minute.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is recognized.

Mr. REID. Continuing with the
quote:

More important than knowing a nominee’s
‘‘judicial philosophy’’ is knowing his philos-
ophy of the Constitution. For the Constitu-
tion, in the end, is what defines us as a na-
tion.

The Constitution defines the role of
the President and the role of the Sen-
ate in the process of selecting lifetime
Federal judges. It is a shared responsi-
bility. This administration and this
nominee seek to exercise near total
power over that process. If there is
something unconstitutional afoot in
the consideration of Mr. Estrada’s
nomination, it is that the President
seeks to prevent the Senate from exer-
cising its constitutional duty.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I yield up
to 5 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Texas.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Texas is recognized.

Mr. CORNYN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, Daniel Webster once
said that ‘‘justice is the greatest inter-
est of man on Earth.” I cannot help but
think of that phrase as I read from to-
day’s letter from President George W.
Bush, which was previously admitted
as part of the RECORD, when he says:

The Chief Justice warns that the high
number of judicial vacancies, when combined
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with the ever-increasing caseloads, leads to
crowded courts and threatens the adminis-
tration of justice.

It has also long been recognized that
““‘justice delayed is justice denied,” and
that is exactly what is happening to
American citizens throughout this
country, while President Bush’s judi-
cial nominees are being filibustered
and slow boated. The President is being
denied his prerogative of choosing his
nominees for Federal benches subject
to the advice and consent, the proper
constitutional role of the Senate, being
exercised.

I rise this morning with great con-
cern about the state of our judicial
confirmation process, something that
Senator SPECTER and others have com-
mented on. They have called for re-
form, for a fresh start, and I believe
that is called for.

The Constitution makes clear that
the President appoints judges with the
advice and consent of the Senate. It
has long been established, by constitu-
tional text, by Senate tradition, and by
Supreme Court precedent, that that
means a majority of the Senate. But
today, a bipartisan majority of the
Senate is being denied the opportunity
to vote on Miguel Estrada, by a minor-
ity that is intent on changing the
rules, applying a double standard, and
denying Miguel Estrada an up-or-down
vote in this Chamber.

Somehow, this process has disinte-
grated to the point where a partisan
minority of the Senate will not even
allow a bipartisan majority to vote.
This, of course, is not what the Con-
stitution says or what the Founders
had in mind. Our Founders never in-
tended that the judicial confirmation
process would become so poisonous as
it has today.

This filibuster, this act of preventing
a bipartisan majority from expressing
its consent to Mr. Estrada’s nomina-
tion, is, as we have heard, without
precedent.

I could not help but think also about
last year’s debate over the confirma-
tion of another nominee of President
Bush, someone with whom I served on
the Texas Supreme Court, and that is
Justice Priscilla Owen, who will come
up again this Thursday for another
hearing in the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee.

Some people during that process
criticized the Texas system of electing
judges, one that has been established in
our constitution since Reconstruction
and which also is replicated in the con-
stitutions of other States.

Justice Owen has, as I have, long
been an advocate for reforming the way
in which Texas selects judges. But, Mr.
President, whatever the problems the
various States may have in their judi-
cial selection systems, nothing—abso-
lutely nothing—compares to how badly
broken the system of judicial con-
firmation is here in Washington, DC.

In Texas, at least, the people are
given a choice of judicial nominees and
there is an opportunity for debate and
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discussion and, at long last, there is a
vote. Whatever you can say about the
process, we always get there. We al-
ways hold a vote.

Somehow we have lost our way in the
Senate. When the President nominates
individuals of high caliber to serve the
American people through an appoint-
ment to the Federal bench, and bipar-
tisan majorities of the Senate stand
enthusiastically ready to confirm those
individuals, the process of confirming
these highly qualified nominees is sim-
ply obstructed.

As I say, I have long believed we need
a fresh start, as articulated by others,
to the judicial confirmation process,
and the first step would be to bring
this fine judicial nominee, Miguel
Estrada, to a vote. It has already been
too long. It is time to vote.

I yield the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Who yields
time?

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, this is a curious situa-
tion: A person with an extraordinary
background, Miguel Estrada, coming to
the United States as an immigrant
with limited knowledge of English, in a
few years rises to the top of the Har-
vard Law School; he then goes on to
work in the Solicitor General’s Office
dealing with Supreme Court decisions,
working in the Department of Justice
at the very highest levels.

It is an extraordinary story of per-
sonal achievement, academic achieve-
ment, and professional achievement.
That is why the conduct of Miguel
Estrada during this confirmation proc-
ess has been so puzzling.

I believe he has received bad advice.
I think the people at the Department
of Justice who said to him, whatever
you do do not answer questions di-
rectly, they were not fair to Miguel
Estrada.

When you consider the questions
which he refused to answer, these were
not unreasonable questions. My col-
league and friend from Alabama, Sen-
ator SESSIONS, regularly asked Demo-
cratic nominees the same questions we
asked of Miguel Estrada in reference to
Supreme Court Justices whom he ad-
mired, in reference to Supreme Court
decisions with which he agreed or dis-
agreed. No one argued that this was
out of bounds or unfair. They said Sen-
ator SESSIONS was entitled to ask that
of judicial nominees.

I have before me Richard Paez, Mar-
sha Berzon, all of the different Demo-
cratic nominees who faced those very
questions and answered them, as they
should have.

When the same questions were posed
to Miguel Estrada, his handlers at the
Department of Justice said: Stay away
from those questions. Do not answer
those questions.

When Senator SCHUMER of New York
asked Miguel Estrada about Supreme
Court decisions that he would take ex-
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ception to within the last 40 years, or
even beyond, he went on to say:

I ought not to undertake to, in effect, hold
the Court to task for the purpose of having
gotten something wrong when I haven’t been
in their shoes in the sense of having had ac-
cess to all of the materials, argument, re-
search, and deliberation that they had.

He ducked the question, a question so
basic that a law student in a constitu-
tional law course would answer that
question. But Miguel Estrada refused.
And that raises another question. I
think he has received poor advice from
the White House, because the White
House has said that he cannot produce
for us documentation that really tells
the story of his legal views, docu-
mentation that has been presented by
many nominees. They have said, no, we
are stonewalling it; we are not going to
release that information to Congress.
So now Miguel Estrada is stalled in the
Senate because he has refused to co-
operate in the questioning, refused to
produce the documents, refused to an-
swer basic questions which Republican
Senators asked time and again of
Democratic nominees, fair questions,
reasonable questions.

This last weekend, I went to Ala-
bama. It was my first visit to that
State ever. I went with a group known
as Religion in Politics, with Congress-
man JOHN LEWIS and Senator SAM
BROWNBACK, to visit in Montgomery,
Selma, and Birmingham, the sites of
some of the most dramatic historic
events in the civil rights movement in
America. It was something to stand on
Edmund Pettus Bridge in Selma with
JOHN LEWIS on Saturday near the 38th
anniversary of that march, at the exact
spot where he was beaten down, hit in
the head, suffered a concussion. JOHN
LEWIS said to me: There never would
have been a Selma to Montgomery
march were it not for the courage of
one Federal district court judge, Frank
Johnson. Frank Johnson, a Republican
appointee under the Eisenhower admin-
istration, stood up for what was right
in the civil rights movement. With his
courage, he not only had death threats
on a regular basis, his mother’s home
was fire bombed. This man had the
courage to stand up for the right thing.

When he passed away, Senator HATCH
was right to introduce a resolution
honoring Frank Johnson for his cour-
age, saying that he had the courage to
stand up against Plessy v. Ferguson,
separate but equal. He had the courage
to argue for one man one vote before
its time had come.

I put that experience in the context
of this conversation. This is not a rou-
tine decision. This is not another thing
that the Senate should consider as part
of some process that really we do not
have to dwell on. We are appointing
men and women to positions on the
bench where they can make historic
decisions. Frank Johnson did.

The court that Miguel Estrada as-
pires to is an even higher court, the
second highest court in the land. Would
it not have been reasonable for Miguel
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Estrada to have said that he disagreed
with Plessy v. Ferguson, the basis of
segregation in America for almost 100
years? He refused, and that is why his
nomination languishes.

I yield the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. I yield 4 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from South
Carolina.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Mr.
President, I have been in the Senate
now for a couple of months at most—it
seems longer—and I am bearing wit-
ness to a change in the Constitution I
never envisioned I would be a witness
to.

The minority on the other side, not
all of them because some of them voted
to allow Miguel Estrada a vote up or
down, are, in effect, changing the Con-
stitution. We can have an academic de-
bate whether it is legal or not, but
there are five situations in the Con-
stitution where the Framers required a
supermajority vote. Confirming a judge
was not one of them. We are witnessing
and we are part of a change to our Con-
stitution by the fact that they are fili-
bustering this judge requiring 60 votes
to confirm a judge.

Why is this happening? What is going
on? It is not about the way questions
were answered. It is not about getting
memos that no Solicitor General would
allow to be released on their watch,
Democrat or Republican. This is a cal-
culated effort by our friends on the
other side post-2002 election to go after
our President.

They had a meeting before Miguel
Estrada had a hearing, and their meet-
ing was about: You are laying down too
much for President Bush. You need to
stand up to him.

They made a calculated decision to
stand up to him by going after his
judges. They are, in effect, changing
the Constitution, and this is wrong. It
is wrong politically and it is wrong
constitutionally. Whether it is illegal,
I do not know, but I know it is going to
hurt our country and history will judge
us poorly for allowing this to happen.

This is an effort to go after the Presi-
dent in a way that no other party has
ever gone after a President before, and
we will pay a price as a nation if this
is successful.

I know my colleagues are better than
this. I know they are capable of doing
better than this because I can read
what they said on other occasions
when the shoe was on the other foot.

When I came to the Chamber a few
minutes ago, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts was giving us a history lesson
about the role of the Senate and the
President in confirming judges. This is
what he said on March 7, 2000: Over 200
years ago, the Framers of the Constitu-
tion created a system of checks and
balances to ensure that excessive
power is not concentrated to any
branch of the Government. The Presi-
dent was given the authority to nomi-
nate Federal judges with the advice
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and consent of the Senate. The clear
intent was for the Senate to work with
the President, not against him, in the
process. In recent years, however, by
refusing to take timely action on so
many of the President’s nominees, the
Senate has abdicated its responsibility.

He was right then. He could see at
that moment the problems that were
being created for this country if we
overly played politics with judicial
nominations. He is wrong today be-
cause he is blinded by the politics of
2002.

We owe it to Americans across the
country to give these nominees a vote.
If our Republican colleagues do not
like them, do not like their answers, do
not like the way they are behaving, do
not like the advice they are getting—I
am adding this now—vote against
them, but give them a vote. That was
Senator KENNEDY, February 3, 1998.

If Senators want to vote against
somebody, vote against them. I respect
that. State their reasons. I respect
that. But do not hold up a qualified ju-
dicial nominee.

Senator LEAHY said: I have stated
over and over again on this floor that I
would object and fight against any fili-
buster on a judge, whether somebody I
opposed or somebody I support. I
thought the Senate should do its duty
by giving them a vote.

They were right then. They could see
clearly.

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator happened
to mention my name. I ask if the Sen-
ator will yield?

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Yes.

Mr. LEAHY. Would the Senator be
willing to state the whole quote? He
has left out a very significant part in
that quote. Is he willing to put the
whole quote, the accurate quote?

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Ab-
solutely.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time has
expired.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. I
will be glad to do that. Could I, in turn,
ask the Senator a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Who yields time?

Mr. HATCH. I will yield time for the
question.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Is
Senator LEAHY willing to answer my
question?

Mr. LEAHY. Mr.
time is this on?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Utah.

Mr. LEAHY. Is the Senator from
North Carolina going to answer the
question I asked him? Is he willing to
read the whole quote? The Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina.
South Carolina.

Mr. LEAHY. I beg your pardon. I
apologize. Will the Senator from South
Carolina be willing to read the whole
quote?

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Ab-
solutely. Rather than taking the time,
I will put it in the RECORD.

President, whose
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Mr. LEAHY. If the Senator would
read the whole quote in context, I am
happy to answer any questions he has.
If he is unwilling—

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Ab-
solutely, I will. I do not have it, but if
somebody will give it to me.

Mr. LEAHY. It is obvious that the
Senator from South Carolina did not
have the whole quote or he would not
have quoted me out of context so
badly.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The addi-
tional time of the Senator from South
Carolina has expired.

Who yields time? Under the previous
order, the Senator from New York is
recognized.

Mr. HATCH. I yield time for the dis-
tinguished Senator from South Caro-
lina to complete his question, and I
hope the distinguished Senator from
Vermont will answer his question.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. I do
not want to misquote the Senator. I do
not want to put words in his mouth. I
do not want to take one part of his
quote to suggest it means something
that it really does not.

My question simply put: In June 1998,
was the Senator trying to tell the Sen-
ate that it is wrong to filibuster a
judge?

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, am I re-
sponding on the time of the Senator
from Utah?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is correct.

Mr. LEAHY. If the Senator would
read the whole quote, he would under-
stand I was talking about the anony-
mous holds on Judge Sotomayor, and
anonymous holds were being used as a
filibuster. I made that very clear in
that statement.

Interestingly enough, even though we
have corrected the record a number of
times on the floor, pointing out when
that misstatement has been made, ap-
parently those were times when the
distinguished Senator from South
Carolina was not on the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator is expired. Under the pre-
vious order, the Senator from New
York is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I am
so glad to see so many of my colleagues
in the Chamber today, although I wish
they were here to debate the issues the
American people are asking us about.
What is happening with the impending
war in Iraq? How will we pay for it?
What is happening with stimulating
the economy? What are we going to do
to have average working men and
women gain jobs? We have lost 2 mil-
lion jobs.

Let the record show the reason we
are not talking about those issues and
we are continuing to talk about Mr.
Estrada is that is what the Republican
majority wants to do.

Mr. Estrada has a job. I think he
probably gets paid a very nice salary,
and he deserves it. But what about the
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2 million Americans who do not have
jobs, who have lost jobs since President
Bush became President? Why can’t we
be debating that issue? I urge my col-
leagues to start talking about that and
how we will stimulate the economy;
and to start talking about how we will
gain more allies in our struggle with
Iraq; and to start talking about how we
will pay for postwar Iraq.

It is at the insistence of my col-
leagues that we continue to debate this
issue, although we have reached an im-
passe. We are not going to yield on
something we think is a constitutional
principle. We can sit here and debate
and debate and debate, but you will not
change anyone’s voting. The reason is
very simple. The reason is we believe
sincerely and firmly this is not about
any one individual, but this is about
the constitutional process of advise
and consent. This is about learning
what potential judges think before
they go to the bench to make decisions
that affect our lives for a generation.
We are entitled to do that. That is
what the Founding Fathers intended, it
is clear.

In the first nomination to the Su-
preme Court, where many of the origi-
nal Founding Fathers who wrote the
Constitution were present, Mr. Rut-
ledge, the nominee of President Wash-
ington, was turned down because they
did not agree with his views on the Jay
Treaty.

The other side wanted debate; when
they had nominees, they questioned.
People asked, what is the difference?
My colleagues on the other side knew
Judge Paez’s record and they knew
Judge Berzon’s record, and they chose
to vote against him. That is fair. We
all let ideology enter into the way we
vote. Those who deny it are being less
than candid. Otherwise, the votes
would be sprinkled evenly between
Democrats and Republicans.

When the other side was there, let me
read a quote from Senator HATCH, a
man I greatly respect and regard as a
friend.

The careful scrutiny of judicial nominees
is one important step in the process, a step
reserved to the Senate alone . . . I have no
problem with those who want to review these
nominees with great specificity.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle, we are simply carrying out
what Senator HATCH said was perfectly
appropriate, what he had no problem
with. We have not learned anything
about Miguel Estrada’s views with
great specificity. And what we fear—
and you will regret it if there comes a
Democratic president—is that nomi-
nees will refuse to answer all ques-
tions, as Miguel Estrada did, and they
will have no track record, and Presi-
dents will endeavor to find people who
have no known views when they nomi-
nate them to the bench.

My guess is the White House knows
Miguel Estrada’s views. My guess is
they carefully researched it. When it
comes time to make those views pub-
lic, part of the constitutional process,
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we are denied that right by a nominee
who stonewalls and does not answer
the most obvious questions, and by a
White House that will not release docu-
ments that have been released—in the
cases of Mr. Bork, Justice Rehnquist,
Mr. Civiletti, and Mr. Reynolds. All of
them released the same documents the
White House refuses to release now.

I ask the American people, ask your-
selves a question, my friends. Why are
they so afraid to reveal Miguel
Estrada’s record? If he proves to be a
mainstream conservative, he will pass
this Chamber. I have voted for over 100
of the 110 nominees. I disagree with
most of them, but I don’t think they
are out of the mainstream, and the
President deserves some benefit. But if
Mr. Miguel Estrada’s record shows he
is so far beyond the mainstream that
he will try to make law from the bench
and not interpret the law, which those
who are on the far left and far right
tend to do, he should not be made a
judge. The bottom line is, we have no
way of answering that question until
we follow Senator HATCH’S mandate.

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator
yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator has expired.

Mr. WARNER. I ask if the manager
will give me a minute or two?

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from Vir-
ginia yield so we can enter into a unan-
imous consent request?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Who yields
time?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent debate on this matter be
extended until the hour of 12:50 with
the time equally divided between both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATCH. 1 yield to the Senator
from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. I say to my col-
league—
Mr. SCHUMER. I am delighted to

yield for a question.

Mr. WARNER. You brought up the
history of Rutledge. I discussed this at
length last night on the Senate floor.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, that
is on the time of the Senator from
Utah.

Mr. WARNER. You brought up the
very important case of George Wash-
ington’s nomination, Rutledge, who
had been a constitutional Framer, and
his colleagues in this Chamber, some of
whom were constitutional Framers,
turned him down, correct—but they did
it by a vote. Am I not correct on that?

Mr. SCHUMER. You are correct.

Mr. WARNER. That is the essence of
what we are trying to establish here,
namely that a vote is what the Fram-
ers envisioned when they put in the
supermajority, as the Senator from
South Carolina put it. They did not put
a supermajority in for nominations,
the concept being that the President
and the Senate would work together.
Otherwise, the President could thwart
the process by putting no one up for ju-
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dicial nomination, thinking that the
Senate would be arbitrary, and the
Senate could arbitrarily, as I think we
are doing now, turn them down.

As I mentioned last night on the Sen-
ate floor, unless we work together
under the doctrine of checks and bal-
ances, which is inherent in the Con-
stitution, we could thwart the ability
of this Nation having any Federal judi-
ciary.

Mr. SCHUMER. If I might answer
briefly, my colleague.

Mr. HATCH. On your own time.

Mr. SCHUMER. I was asked a ques-
tion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator has expired. Who yields
time?

Mr. LEAHY. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator.

Mr. SCHUMER. If I might answer my
good friend from Virginia, I have tre-
mendous respect for his integrity.

Yes, there was a vote on Mr. Rut-
ledge—after he revealed his views on
the Jay Treaty and other issues. Of
course, we should have a vote on
Miguel Estrada. I don’t disagree with
that. But not until we know how he
feels on the vital issues of the day.

How does he feel about the first
amendment? How does he feel about
the commerce clause? Does he believe,
like some on the bench, that the com-
merce clause has been expanded too
broadly and we ought to go back to
regulation by the 50 States?

I have no idea, I say to my friend
from Virginia. I have no idea of how he
feels.

Mr. LEAHY. I yield one more minute
to the Senator.

Mr. SCHUMER. I have no idea how he
feels about the first amendment or
about the 11th amendment, and the
balance between the Federal Govern-
ment and the States, the very issues
the Founding Fathers wanted us to
know.

The judiciary, and I know my col-
league knows this, is the one non-
elected branch of the government. The
advice and consent clause——

Mr. HATCH. I can speak for Mr.
Estrada. I know he feels very good
about the first amendment. All of us
do. I don’t think that is the question.

The Senator has a right to ask writ-
ten questions and meet with him per-
sonally to ask how he feels about some-
thing. I am sure he feels very good
about him.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Who yields
time?

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, may 1
have 1 minute?

Mr. LEAHY. I yield an additional 1
minute.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from New York is recognized.

Mr. SCHUMER. If Mr. Estrada feels
good about the first amendment, I ask
my colleague, why can’t he tell us?
And why can’t he elaborate? What does
he feel about Buckley v. Valeo, a case
we debated here for a long time? It is a
past case. How far does he feel the first
amendment ought to go?
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It is certainly not good enough, not
only for the Senators but for the Amer-
ican people to hear my friend from
Utah say he feels good about the first
amendment, I say to my colleagues, or
the second, or the fourth, or any of the
other vital amendments.

I say to my colleagues, this is not a
laughing matter. This is serious stuff
about the one nonelected branch of
Government.

The Founding Fathers wanted, in the
advice and consent process, serious
questions. Just as Senator HATCH said,
it was a part of the process to ask
those questions when President Clin-
ton’s nominees were before us. What is
good for the goose is good for the gan-
der. I yield.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. I yield up to 3 minutes
to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. President, I want
to place this debate in historical con-
text. The tradition of the Senate has
been to confirm judicial nominations
of the President if the nominees were
competent, if they were qualified, if
they were honest, if they had a record
and background in the law, in the prac-
tice of law or on the bench or in aca-
demia, that suggested they could live
up to the standards of the judiciary. If
they did, they were confirmed and con-
firmed without having to answer ques-
tions that nobody ever has had to an-
swer and would usurp and undermine
the executive branch and the Solicitor
General’s Office if they had to answer
it. Under those standards, hundreds of
people in Miguel Estrada’s cir-
cumstances have been confirmed with-
out even any controversy, much less a
filibuster, and everybody here Kknows
it.

You can always invent a reason to be
opposed to somebody. Senators on the
other side have been good at doing that
with regard to Miguel Estrada, but he
ought to be confirmed. At least he
ought to have a vote, if we are going to
follow the traditions of the Senate.

Now those traditions have broken
down to the point we not only are vot-
ing not to confirm people, we are not
even allowing a vote. We have Senators
conducting a filibuster on somebody
because they suspect they might dis-
agree with his jurisprudence.

What is it we are so afraid Miguel
Estrada might believe; a man who went
to Harvard Law School, was an editor
of the Law Review, served in the Solic-
itor General’s Office, has been given
high marks by everybody who has ever
supervised him? Of course he is in the
mainstream.

In the past, we gave people the ben-
efit of the doubt. We don’t have time,
with every judicial nominee, to go
through everything they might believe
about every particular judicial issue.
The fact is, if we were applying the tra-
ditions of the Senate, or anything
close, this man would be confirmed and
we could move on. Now we cannot even
get a vote, and everybody here knows
that.
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The Senate is broken. It is broken at
a time where we may be going to war.
The economy is in trouble. Of course
we need to move on. I hear Senators
from the other side saying we should
not be debating this, we should be mov-
ing on. Yes. Exactly. But you can’t
stand up and conduct a filibuster and
then say you are not obstructing. You
are. Let us have a vote on this man. He
will probably carry. Other nominees we
have votes on may not carry. Let’s get
the Senate working together.

It is not the end of the world if some-
body gets on the court of appeals that
you don’t like. He is not going to
change the Constitution. He is on the
court of appeals. Let’s vote on him and
let’s move on.

What concerns me is something to
which the Senator from New York re-
ferred. I am concerned that a few years
from now a Democratic President may
get elected and he is going to start
nominating people and we are going to
get back on this, except from this side
of the aisle. It would be wrong.

I have three kids. They are 12, 10, and
6.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator has expired.

Mr. TALENT. Can I have another
minute to talk about my family?

Mr. HATCH. I grant the Senator 1
more minute.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is recognized.

Mr. TALENT. I appreciate it. Some-
times I go down to our little rumpus
room and they are arguing about some-
thing, and the one thing I tell them I
don’t want to hear is: They started it.
He started it.

There is a code of conduct to which
you should adhere. Let’s adhere to it.
That is in the interest of this Senate.
It is in the interests of the Constitu-
tion and the interests of the people.
What must the people think when they
see us doing this on an appellate court
nomination? I ask my friends from the
other side of the aisle, I know it was
done—not to this extent but from this
side of the aisle—to some of President
Clinton’s nominees. Let’s go back to
the standard we always followed. Let’s
make the Senate work. Let’s keep it
from being broken.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Who yields
time? The Senator from Vermont is
recognized.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, how
much time is available to both sides?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The majority
has 10 minutes 13 seconds; the minor-
ity, 14 minutes 11 seconds.

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the distin-
guished Presiding Officer.

I welcome the distinguished Pre-
siding Officer to the Senate today in
his capacity as President of the Senate.
It is not often we see the Vice Presi-
dent in the chair of the Senate. With
the U.N. Security Council meeting
today, the OPEC meeting, the unset-
tled and threatening circumstances in
so many parts of the world from the
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Middle East to the Korean peninsula to
Iran and Iraq, we should feel very hon-
ored that the Vice President would
take time out of his schedule related to
those kinds of issues to be with us
today.

I hope he will come back to the Sen-
ate when we debate the disastrous eco-
nomic situation in the country, the
loss of 2.5 million jobs in the last 2
yvears following 8 years of a million new
jobs being added every year, or the
300,000 lost last month.

I know Senator DASCHLE sought for
weeks to proceed to debate on S. 414,
the Economic Recovery Act of 2003,
which among other things includes the
First Responders Partnership Grant
Act, something that we could use in
Vermont and Utah and Wyoming and
everywhere else, but the Senate Repub-
lican majority has blocked debate and
action on the Economic Recovery Act.

So, today, instead of debating the
international situation, the need to
pass an economic stimulus package,
the need for an increased commitment
to homeland defense, the need for legis-
lation to provide a real prescription
drug benefit for seniors or the many
other matters so deeply concerning
Americans, Republicans are insisting
on returning again in some form to de-
bate the nomination of Miguel Estrada.

I wonder if I might have order, Mr.
President?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
will be in order.

Mr. LEAHY. I note that what has im-
peded a Senate vote on the Estrada
nomination has been the political
game being played by the White House
with this nomination. It is part of an
effort to pack the Federal courts.

In many ways, the debate has been in
the hands of the White House. This is a
debate that could have ended at any
time the White House wanted it to end.
We wonder, is there something in Mr.
Estrada’s writings that the White
House doesn’t want us to see? The
White House could have long ago
solved this impasse by letting the Sen-
ate have access to Mr. Estrada’s
memos, especially since Mr. Estrada
said he is perfectly willing to have us
see those memos. We have plenty of
questions we wanted to ask about it
but we have to have the paperwork. He
told us even though he said under oath
he is willing to let us see it, the White
House told him he could not.

So really this debate is in the control
of the White House, not in the control
of the leaders of the Senate. Past ad-
ministrations provided legal memos in
connection with the nominations of
Robert Bork, William Rehnquist, Brad
Reynolds, Stephen Trott, and Ben-
jamin Civiletti, and this administra-
tion actually provided White House
Counsel’s office memos of its nominee
to the EPA.

Our request for his memos was made
nearly one full year ago, Mr. President.
The White House also could have
helped resolve this impasse through in-
structing the nominee to answer ques-
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tions about his views at his hearing, to
act consistent with last year’s Su-
preme Court opinion by Justice Scalia
in a case the Republican Party won to
allow judicial candidates to share their
views, and to stop the pretense that he
has no views. The White House is using
ideology to select its judicial nominees
but is trying to prevent the Senate
from knowing the ideology of these
nominees when it evaluates them.

Instead, it appears that the Senate
Republican majority, at the direction
of the White House, chose to extend
this debate because its political
operatives hope to use it to falsely
paint those who will not be steam
rolled as somehow being ‘‘anti-His-
panic.” The Republicans’ resort to par-
tisanship regarding this nomination
disregards the legitimate concerns
raised by many Senators as well as by
respected Hispanic elected officials and
Hispanic civil rights leaders. Moreover,
the Republican approach and the Presi-
dent’s approach has been to divide: to
divide the Senate, to divide the Amer-
ican people and, on this particular
nomination, to divide Hispanic Ameri-
cans against each other.

That is wrong. It is wrong because
the President campaigned on a plat-
form of uniting, not dividing. It is
wrong because our country needs us to
build consensus and work together, es-
pecially in these most challenging
times.

Instead of bringing up legislation
that could unite us or setting aside
time for debate on the international
and domestic challenges our country is
facing, the Republicans have again re-
turned to the nomination of Mr.
Estrada and they have set aside an
hour and one-half this morning for a
constitutional debate. Many Demo-
cratic Senators have already spoken
about the Senate’s proper role in the
confirmation process under the Con-
stitution. I recall, in particular, state-
ments by Senators DASCHLE, REID,
BINGAMAN, BOXER, CLINTON, CORZINE,
DopD, DORGAN, DURBIN, EDWARDS,
FEINGOLD, FEINSTEIN, HARKIN, JOHNSON,
KENNEDY, KOHL, LAUTENBERG, LEVIN,
MIKULSKI, SARBANES and SCHUMER,
among many others.

What is disconcerting about the re-
cent debate is what appears to be the
Republican majority’s willingness to
sacrifice the constitutional authority
of the Senate as a check on the power
of the President in the area of lifetime
appointments to our federal courts. I
fear, Mr. President, that the Repub-
lican majority’s efforts to re-write Sen-
ate history in order to rubber-stamp
this White House’s federal judicial
nominees will cause long-term damage
to this institution, to our courts, to
our constitutional form of government,
to the rights and protections of the
American people and to generations to
come. I have served in the Senate for 29
years, and until recently I have never
seen such stridency on the part of an
executive administration or such will-
ingness on the part of a Senate major-
ity to cast aside tradition and upset
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the balances embedded in our Constitu-
tion so as to expand presidential power.

In the time set aside by the Repub-
lican majority for this debate today, I
welcome the opportunity to shed light
on the fiction that cloture votes, ex-
tended debate, and discussion of the
views of nominees are anything new or
unprecedented. What I do find unprece-
dented is the depths that the Repub-
lican majority and this White House
are willing to go to override the con-
stitutional division of power over ap-
pointments and longstanding Senate
practices and history. It strikes me
that some Republicans seem to think
that they are writing on blank slate
and that they have been given a blank
check to pack the courts. They show a
disturbing penchant for reading our
Constitution in isolation from its his-
tory and the practices that have en-
dured for two centuries, in order to
suit their purposes of the moment.

A few years ago, when Republicans
were in the Senate minority and a
democratically elected Democratic
President was in the White House, col-
umnist George Will, for example, had
no complaint about a super-majority of
60 votes being needed to get an up or
down vote on legislation or nomina-
tions proposed by the President. In
fact, reflecting Republican sentiment
at the time, what he said in his defense
of the Republican filibuster of Presi-
dent Clinton’s proposals, was the fol-
lowing:

The Senate is not obligated to jettison one
of its defining characteristics, permissive-
ness regarding extended debate, in order to
pander to the perception that the presidency
is the sun about which all else in American
government—even American life—orbits.

This is from the Washington Post on
April 25, 1993. It apparently did not
trouble him or other Republicans when
they were in the Senate minority that
the Constitution expressly requires
more than a simple majority for only a
few matters. In fact, Mr. Will wrote:
“Democracy is trivialized when re-
duced to simple majoritarianism—gov-
ernment by adding machine. A mature,
nuanced democracy makes provision
for respecting not mere numbers but
also intensity of feeling.”

Of course, that was in 1993 and Presi-
dent Clinton’s proposals and a Demo-
cratic Senate majority were being con-
tested by Republican filibusters. What
is different a mere 10 years later? Just
that the parties have switched roles
and this year Democrats are in the
Senate minority and a Republican oc-
cupies the White House. I ask unani-
mous consent that a recent article by
Edward Lazarus that critiques Mr.
Will’s new position be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-

rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD as follows:
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[From the Washington Post, Apr. 25, 1993]

GEORGE WILL, MIGUEL ESTRADA, AND THE
CLOTURE VOTE: How WILL’S FLIP-FLOP OF
POSITIONS ILLUSTRATES THE INCREASING
COLLAPSE OF THE POLITICS/LAW DISTINCTION

By Edward Lazarus

The flurry over Miguel Estrada’s con-
troversial nomination to the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia con-
tinues on. So does the Senate Democrats’ fil-
ibuster to stop Estrada from being con-
firmed.

Meanwhile, a rarely-invoked Senate Rule
on the cloture vote has once again become a
hot political football. Senate Rule XXII re-
quires 60 votes of the Senate’s 100 to stop de-
bate, and break a filibuster.

Rule XXII's constitutionality is debated.
Some believe that votes must be by a simple
majority of 51, not a supermajority of 60, ex-
cept in the limited cases in which the Con-
stitution imposes a different rule.

Attorney Lloyd Cutler has put the argu-
ment as follows: “The text of the Constitu-
tion plainly implies that each house must
take all its decisions by majority vote, ex-
cept in the five expressly enumerated cases
where the text itself requires a two-thirds
vote: the Senate’s advice and consent to a
treaty, the Senate’s guilty verdict on im-
peachments, either house expelling a mem-
ber, both houses overriding a presidential
veto and both houses proposing a constitu-
tional amendment.”

It’s an interesting argument. Even more
interesting is that the high priest of conserv-
ative columnists, George F. Will, has, over
time, taken both sides of it—first attacking
it, and now recently embracing it.

What spurred Will’s change of mind? Sadly,
it seems to be purely politics. That would be
fine if it were an issue of policy, and politics.
But it’s not: It’s an issue of constitutional
law, which is supposed to have an answer de-
riving from history and precedent—an an-
swer that transcends politics.

GEORGE WILL’S FLIP-FLOP ON THE CLOTURE
VOTE

Will, a historian of sorts, frequently opines
on legal and constitutional issues. He gen-
erally holds himself out, as most commenta-
tors do, as an honest broker of ideas, albeit
a broker with a distinct perspective.

In that role, Will has twice addressed the
issue of Rule XXII.

The first time was in 1993. At the time,
Democratic stalwarts, such as Cutler, were
challenging Rule XXII. They feared that, de-
spite Democratic majorities in both the
House and Senate, Republicans would use
the filibuster to frustrate the agenda of the
new Democratic president, Bill Clinton.

At the time, Will took Cutler to task for
his doubts about the constitutionality of
Rule XXII. He complained that taking issue
with the Rule was ‘‘institutional tinkering”’
that “would facilitate the essence of the lib-
eral agenda—more uninhibited government.”’
And he took direct aim at Cutler’s argument
about the Rule.

Specifically, Will argued that the five in-
stances of supermajority votes listed in the
Constitution were the only time super-
majority votes could be used for externally-
oriented legislation—‘‘the disposition by
each house of business that has consequences
beyond each house, such as passing legisla-
tion or confirming executive or judicial
nominees.”” However, ‘‘procedural rules in-
ternal to each house,” according to Will,
‘‘are another matter.”” And in that sphere, a
supermajority cloture vote was fine.

Indeed, Will pointed out, history supports
this view: ‘“‘[T]he generation that wrote and
ratified the Constitution—the generation
whose actions are considered particularly il-
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luminating concerning the meaning and spir-
it of the Constitution—set the Senate’s per-
missive tradition regarding extended debate.
There was something very like a filibuster in
the First Congress.”

Fair enough. Until one reads the column
Will published last week in The Washington
Post regarding the Estrada nomination.
Here’s what Will has to say now (with em-
phases added):

““The president, preoccupied with regime
change elsewhere, will occupy a substan-
tially diminished presidency unless he de-
feats the current attempt to alter the con-
stitutional regime here. If at least 41 Senate
Democrats succeed in blocking a vote on the
confirmation of Miguel Estrada to the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit, the
Constitution effectively will be amended.”’

If Senate rules, exploited by an anti-con-
stitutional minority, are allowed to trump
the Constitution’s text and two centuries of
practice, the Senate’s power to consent to
judicial nominations will have become a
Senate right to require a 60-vote super-
majority for confirmations. By thus nul-
lifying the president’s power to shape the ju-
diciary, the Democratic Party will wield a
presidential power without having won a
presidential election.

Wait a second. So Will now agrees with
Cutler? And not only that, he reads both the
Constitution’s text and ‘‘two centuries of
practice” relating to filibusters entirely dif-
ferently than he once did? What’s prompted
his change of mind? And doesn’t he owe Cut-
ler an apology?

Obviously, conscientious commentators do
change their views when they re-examine
them and find them in error. I am no fan of
a ‘‘foolish consistency’ in such matters. But
this kind of change of mind—without expla-
nation or apology—is quite troubling.

Also troubling is the fact that Will’s close
analysis of the Constitution and the First
Congress’s proceedings, so important to him
in 1993, is entirely missing here. And his
venom—once directed at Cutler—now draws
on Cutler (without attribution) instead. Only
one conclusion seems possible: This is an ex-
quisitely brazen example of intellectual flip-
floppery that has nothing to do with law or
the Constitution, or American history, and
everything to do with conservative politics.

WHAT THE FLIP-FLOP MEANS FOR WILL, AND

FOR ALL OF US

The flip-flop is an embarrassment to Will
and his reputation. Sadly, it may also be
more than that as well. I fear that Will’s ad-
venture in hypocrisy is emblematic of what
may well be the worst truth in American po-
litical discourse: nothing is shameful any-
more. And no sense of integrity—an integ-
rity that transcends politics—remains.

It seems especially ironic (or perhaps ap-
propriate) that Will should come to rep-
resent this problem. After all, he—and com-
mentators of his ilk—have spent the last
decade or two bemoaning the rise of moral
relativism in our society. They mourn the
death of ‘‘shaming’ as an instrument of be-
havior modification for politicians and citi-
zens alike.

In the culture wars, Will and others like
him have been the army defending such con-
cepts as objective truth and personal respon-
sibility. They have been the ones saying
there is a right thing to do, independent of
politics, independent of the times. They have
carried the banner of integrity, in short.
Now it’s plain, though, that Will has torn up
that banner even while pretending to uphold
it.

I confess that I'm a sucker. I believe in
these kinds of things—integrity, truth, cer-
tain absolute moral values, a right thing to
do. Maybe it’s all that Plato I read in col-
lege. I’'ve always believed there is such a



March 11, 2003

thing as a ‘‘true’ answer (even if we cannot
know it with certainty), and that there are
ways of discerning better from worse, wheth-
er in argument or music or literature.

Nowhere did these beliefs seem to be more
important than in the field of law. Courts
wield great power to shape the social order
and control the destiny of individuals. Their
integrity rests ultimately on the belief that
their decisions are not merely just that—ex-
ercises of power—but are, in addition, prin-
cipled attempts to discern the proper mean-
ing of the law. And the idea that there is a
“proper meaning’’ in the first place, in turn
presumes a universe that recognizes a gen-
uine ability to choose better arguments over
weaker ones, regardless of what one thinks
of the results the arguments lead us to.

In according with these principles, I've
critiqued legal reasoning even when I agree
with its result, if I've felt the reasoning
itself was flawed. For instance, though I sup-
port abortion rights, I've expressed strong
qualms about Roe.

Now, however, it seems integrity is being
radically redefined, as pure loyalty—fealty
to the party, the political beliefs, the results
that one prefers. Lying in the service of a
cause has become, in some circles, honorable
to do.

CHANGING TIMES HAVE USHERED IN A NORM OF
INTELLECTUAL DISHONESTY

Intellectual dishonesty is pure poison to
the enterprise of the law. Yet countless ex-
amples show intellectual dishonesty has now
become a routine, expected part of American
discourse. The most obvious half-truths and
hypocrisies are greeted with shrugged shoul-
ders and a grunt of ‘“‘what did you expect?”’

These dishonesties that we have come to
accept too easily range from the non-rea-
soning of Bush v. Gore, to the logic-defying
economic rationale for more tax cuts, to the
ever-shifting justification of war in Iraq. And
they extend to just about every other signifi-
cant issue of law and policy that affects
American life.

Why does this happen? It cannot be be-
cause all the people perpetrating these intel-
lectual frauds are bad people. It’s been my
experience (limited, I admit) that most peo-
ple who go into government or devote them-
selves to a life of public policymaking or in-
tellectualism, do so for the best of reasons—
because they want to help shape the world
for the better.

Then why? I found a partial answer watch-
ing, last night, an old clip of Daniel Ellsberg
being interviewed by Walter Cronkite, in the
wake of Ellsberg’s controversial release of
the Pentagon Papers. To paraphrase,
Ellsberg contended that our society had be-
come so divided, with each side so bent on
perpetuating itself in power, that govern-
ment and the world around it imposed a sus-
tained and terrible pressure on good people
to make a choice. They could either leave
that world or, far worse, give up the search
for truth, in exchange for the search for vic-
tory.

That was more than 30 years ago. Has any-
thing much changed?

Mr. LEAHY. As Mr. Will noted in
1993, one of the key attributes of the
Senate is the venerable tradition of ex-
tended debate and deliberations. In
fact, not until 1917 was there even a
provision in the Senate rules to allow
for cloture, a procedure by which the
Senate acts to cut off debate. The Sen-
ate first adopted the cloture rule in
1917. At that time, cloture was limited
to and could only be sought on legisla-
tive matters. The cloture rule was ex-
tended in 1949 to include measures and
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matters, which includes judicial nomi-
nations. Thus, prior to 1949, there was
no mechanism to limit debate on nomi-
nations, and in fact, disputes over
nominations—to the few hundred seats
in the federal judiciary—were handled
and resolved by Senators behind closed
doors.

Earlier in this debate today, one Sen-
ator indicated that all prior Supreme
Court nominees had been given votes. I
will just name a few judicial nominees
who were not acted upon by the Senate
earlier in American history: John M.
Read, nominated by President Tyler on
February 7, 1845; Edward Bradford,
nominated by President Fillmore on
August 16, 1852; Henry Stanbery, nomi-
nated by President Andrew Johnson on
April 16, 1866; and Stanley Mathews,
nominated by President Hayes on Jan-
uary 26, 1881. The facts are that many
judicial or executive nominations were
defeated in the Senate by inaction or
by the threat of a filibuster over the
years.

Republicans resurrected and ampli-
fied those tactics in the years 1995-2001
to defeat more than 50 of President
Clinton’s judicial nominees and to
delay for years the confirmation of
many others. In 1999, only 22 percent of
President Clinton’s circuit court nomi-
nees were confirmed. That was the first
time in recent memory that a circuit
court nominee was substantially more
likely not to be confirmed than to be
confirmed. For all of 1999 and 2000, only
44 percent of President Clinton’s cir-
cuit court nominees were confirmed,
making it more likely than not that
his circuit court nominees would not
be confirmed, unlike the nominees of
the prior three Presidents, even during
their last years in office. That is why
vacancies on the circuit courts more
than doubled from 16 in 1995 to 33 when
the Senate reorganized in the summer
of 2001. That is why this President has
had so many circuit vacancies to fill,
and he has shown little bipartisanship
in his choices. In fact, rather than
uniting people with his choices for life-
time appointments, he has sent for-
ward a slate of circuit court nominees
that has generated tremendous con-
troversy and division.

In essence, until Republicans had a
Republican President, Republicans in-
terpreted the Advice and Consent
Clause of the Constitution to allow a
handful of anonymous Republican Sen-
ators to prevent an ‘‘up or down’ vote
by the full Senate on scores of qualified
and moderate, mainstream judicial
nominees of President Clinton. Now,
when Democratic Senators have ex-
pressed genuine concerns about the
lack of information regarding Mr.
Estrada and have made a well-founded
request to see his writings as a public
servant, Republicans claim it is wrong
and unconstitutional for Senators to
act in accordance with Senate rules
and tradition and their longstanding
role as a check and balance on the
President’s appointment power.

The disregard for rules and traditions
is especially unfortunate when what is
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at stake in judicial nominations are
lifetime appointment for judges who
will have the power to change how the
Constitution is interpreted and wheth-
er civil rights, environmental protec-
tions, privacy and our fundamental
freedoms will be upheld. With respect
to the Estrada nomination, what is at
stake is a seat on the second highest
court in the country and the swing
vote on that important court.

Most of the decisions issued by the
D.C. Circuit in the nearly 1,400 appeals
filed per year are final because the Su-
preme Court now takes fewer than 100
cases from all over the country each
year. This court has special jurisdic-
tion over cases involving the rights of
working Americans as well as the right
to a cleaner environment. This is a
court where federal regulations will be
upheld or overturned, where privacy
rights will either be retained or lost,
and where thousands of individuals will
have their final appeal in matters that
affect their financial future, their
health, their lives and their liberty.

This is a court that has vacant seats
due to anonymous Republicans block-
ing the last two nominees to this court
by a Democratic President. Those
nominees had outstanding legal cre-
dentials and qualifications but during
President Clinton’s last term, the Re-
publican-controlled Senate would not
proceed to an up or down vote on either
of them.

The word ‘‘filibuster’ derives from
the Dutch word for piracy, or taking
property that does not belong to you.
Under that ordinary definition, it
would be accurate to say that at least
two of the vacancies on the D.C. Cir-
cuit, for which Republicans blocked
qualified nominees, were filibustered,
as well. Republicans, who exploited
every procedural rule and practice to
block scores of Clinton nominees anon-
ymously from ever receiving an up or
down vote, now want to change the
rules midstream, to their partisan ad-
vantage, again so that all of their
nominees get votes as quickly as pos-
sible. The whole reason this President
has so many circuit vacancies to fill is
because this was the booty of their pi-
racy, their filibustering of judicial
seats that arose during the Clinton Ad-
ministration while they prevented
votes on that President’s qualified
nominees.

For example, a Mexican-American
circuit court nominee of President
Clinton, Judge Richard Paez, was
forced to wait more than 1,500 days to
be confirmed. Even after the Repub-
lican filibuster was broken by a cloture
vote to end debate, many Republicans
joined an unsuccessful motion to in-
definitely postpone his nomination.
None of the more than 30 Republicans
who voted against cloture in connec-
tion with that nomination or who
voted in favor of Senator SESSIONS un-
precedented motion ‘‘to indefinitely
postpone’” the vote on Judge Paez’s
nomination, which had been pending
for more than 1,500 days, should be
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heard to complain if Democratic Sen-
ators seek more information about this
President’s nominees before proceeding
to a vote for a lifetime appointment.

Senator Bob Smith, a straight talker
from New Hampshire, outlined the Sen-
ate’s history of filibusters of judicial
nominees and said:

Don’t pontificate on the floor and tell me
that somehow I am violating the Constitu-
tion . . . by blocking a judge or filibustering
a judge that I don’t think deserves to be on
the court. That is my responsibility. That is
my advise-and-consent role, and I intend to
exercise it.

Thus, the Republicans’ claim that
Democrats are taking ‘‘unprecedented’’
action regarding the circuit court nom-
ination of Mr. Estrada—much like the
bogus White House claim that our re-
quest for Mr. Estrada’s work while paid
by taxpayers was ‘‘unprecedented’—is
simply untrue. Republicans’ desire to
rewrite their own history is wrong.
They should come clean and tell the
truth to the American people about
their past practices on nominations.
They cannot change the plain facts to
fit their current argument and pur-
poses.

Back in 2000, Senator HATCH candidly
admitted after cloture was invoked on
the Paez nomination and Senator SES-
SIONS made his unprecedented motion
to indefinitely postpone any vote on
that judicial nomination that Judge
Paez’s nomination had been filibus-
tered. He said:

Indeed, I must confess to being somewhat
baffled that, after a filibuster is cut off by
cloture, the Senate could still delay a final
vote on a nomination. A parliamentary rul-
ing to this effect means that, after today,
our cloture rule is further weakened.

Republicans should not have come to
the floor and told the American people
over the last month that Democratic
Senators had done something unprece-
dented in debating and opposing the
Estrada nomination. They themselves
did it quite recently and have done it
repeatedly. Let us be honest about this
and straight with the American people.
Given the time allotted for today’s de-
bate, I cannot discuss them all but I
will include in the record some of the
other examples of Republican filibus-
ters of presidential nominations from
the nomination of Justice Abe Fortas
to be Chief Justice of the United States
Supreme Court through the nomina-
tions of Stephen G. Breyer, now Jus-
tice Breyer, to the First Circuit; Rose-
mary Barkett to the 11th Circuit; H.
Lee Sarokin to the 3rd Circuit; and
Marsha Berzon and Richard Paez to the
9th Circuit.

Even more frequent during the years
from 1995 through 2001, when Repub-
licans controlled the Senate majority,
were Republican efforts to defeat
President Clinton’s judicial nominees
through inaction and anonymous holds
for which no Republican Senator could
be held accountable. Republicans held
up almost 80 judicial nominees who
were not acted upon during the Con-
gress in which President Clinton first
nominated them, Republicans eventu-
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ally defeated more than 50 judicial
nominees without a recorded Senate
vote of any kind, just by refusing to
proceed with hearings and Committee
votes due to the anonymous acts of one
or more Republicans.

Beyond the question of judicial nomi-
nees, Republicans also filibustered
President Clinton’s nomination of Dr.
Henry Foster to become Surgeon Gen-
eral of the United States. This was an
Executive Branch nominee that Repub-
licans filibustered successfully in spite
of two cloture votes in 1995. Dr. David
Satcher’s subsequent nomination also
required cloture but he was success-
fully confirmed.

Other executive branch nominees
who were filibustered by Republicans
included Walter Dellinger, whose name
has been invoked with approval by Re-
publicans during the debate on the
Estrada nomination. Mr. Dellinger was
nominated to be Assistant Attorney
General for the Office of Liegal Counsel
and two cloture petitions were required
to be filed and both were rejected by
Republicans. In this case we were able
finally to obtain a confirmation vote
after significant efforts and Mr.
Dellinger was confirmed to that posi-
tion with 34 votes against him. He was
never allowed to be a confirmed Solic-
itor General because Republicans had
made clear their opposition to him.

In addition, in 1993, Republicans ob-
jected to State Department nomina-
tions and even the nomination of Janet
Napolitano to serve as the U.S. Attor-
ney for Arizona, resulting in cloture
petitions. In 1994, Sam Brown was nom-
inated to be an Ambassador. After
three cloture petitions were filed, his
nomination was returned to President
Clinton without Senate action. This
was another successful filibuster by
Republicans, and this was to a short-
term appointment to serve in the Exec-
utive Branch, not to a lifetime appoint-
ment. Also in 1994, Derek Shearer was
nominated to be an Ambassador and it
took two cloture petitions to get to a
vote before he was confirmed. In 1994,
Ricki Tigert was nominated to chair
the FDIC and it took two cloture peti-
tions to get to a vote and confirmation
of that executive nomination.

In addition, some remember Repub-
lican unwillingness to allow a Senate
vote on the nomination of Bill Lann
Lee to serve as the Assistant Attorney
General for the Civil Rights Division at
the Department of Justice. He told the
Judiciary Committee that he would
follow the law and enforce the law. He
was the choice of the President to
serve in that President’s administra-
tion, but Republicans would not accord
him an up or down vote before the
United States Senate.

Republicans now claim that extended
debate on this nomination is somehow
unprecedented. I would point out that
we have had a lot of extended debates
and cloture votes over the last decade.
I lost count of the number of times we
had to vote on cloture when President
Clinton was making nominations. This
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chart shows some of the Republican
filibusters of nominations, leaving out
their filibusters of legislation.

So when Republican Senators now
talk about the Senate Executive Cal-
endar and presidential nominees, it
must be remembered that they re-
cently filibustered several nominees
and they succeeded in blocking many
nominees by cloture votes and through
anonymous holds. Here is a more com-
plete list of recent Republican filibus-
ters:

REPUBLICAN FILIBUSTERS OF NOMINEES

Cloture
petitions
filed

Nominee and position

Abe Fortas, Supreme Court *
William Lubbers, NLRB ..
Don Zimmerman, NLRB .
Stephen Breyer, 1st Circuit
Melissa Wells, Amb d

William Verity, Ci
Walter Dellinger, Justice

Five State Department Nominees .
Janet Napolitano, Justice
Larry Lawrence, Amb. d

Rosemary Barkett, 11th Circuit .........ccooovvrverrvrverriiennens
Sam Brown, Ambassad
Derek Shearer, Amb
Ricki Tigert, FDIC
H. Lee Sarokin, 3rd Circuit ......
Henry Foster, Surgeon General

David Satcher, Surgeon General ..
Marsha Berzon, 9th Circuit

Richard Paez, 9th Circuit ...

*
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*

I would note that the Fortas, Brown
and Foster cloture votes resulted in ef-
fect in the defeat of their lifetime or
short-term appointments. Some of
these filibusters occurred when the Re-
publicans were in the minority—as
with Senator Helms’ filibuster of a
State Department appointee of Presi-
dent Reagan, and some were while Re-
publicans were in the majority—as
with the filibuster of Judge Paez’s
nomination.

Notwithstanding the recent Repub-
lican efforts to filibuster that Hispanic
circuit court nominee and their failure
to give hearings or votes to three other
Hispanic circuit court nominees of
President Clinton in addition to other
nominees, Republicans have come to
this floor and made unfounded attacks
against Democrats who have expressed
concerns about Mr. Estrada’s nomina-
tion. It appears the Senate Republican
majority, at the direction of the White
House, chose to extend this debate be-
cause political operatives hope to use
it to falsely paint those who were not
to be steamrollered as somehow anti-
Hispanic. The Republican’s approach of
crass partisanship regarding this nomi-
nation—

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question? These
were not times when Republicans were
in charge, is that correct?

Mr. LEAHY. Once I finish my speech
I will be glad to yield to questions. I
control the floor. Once I have finished
my speech I will be glad to.

Mr. SANTORUM. Will he yield for a
question?

Mr. SCHUMER. Regular order, Mr.
President.

Mr. SANTORUM. I just want to make
sure the RECORD is correct because the
Senator said Republicans were in
charge at that time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The Senator from Vermont has
the floor.

Mr. SANTORUM. I just want to make
sure the RECORD is correct.

Mr. LEAHY. The partisanship regard-
ing this nominee disregards the legiti-
mate concerns raised by many Sen-
ators. It is wrong because distinguished
Latino leaders, who have spent their
lives seeking justice and greater rep-
resentation of Hispanic lawyers as
judges, have been attacked by Repub-
licans for showing courage and honesty
in their judgment that this nomination
is wanting. Joining the League of
United Latin American Citizens, which
previously wrote to the Senate disasso-
ciating itself with Republican attacks
on Democratic Senators, yesterday the
National Council of La Raza issued a
statement condemning the treatment
of Congressional Hispanic Caucus by
Republicans. The NCLR statement
notes how ‘‘deeply offended’ it is by
Mr. Estrada’s supporters calling Con-
gressional Hispanic Caucus members
“¢yrannical,” ‘‘racist,” and ‘‘anti-
Latino”.

Moreover, the Republican approach
and the President’s approach have been
to divide the Senate, to divide the
American people—may I have order,
Mr. President? May I have order?

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, may
we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has the floor. He
may or may not yield.

Mr. LEAHY. That is wrong. The
President campaigned on a platform of
uniting, not dividing. It is wrong be-
cause our country needs us to build
consensus and we should work together
especially in these most challenging
times. These are the years of Repub-
lican filibusters of judicial or executive
branch nominees: 1968, 1980, 1980, 1980,
1987, 1987, 1993, 1993, 1993, 1994, 1994, 1994,
1994, 1994, 1994, 1995, 1998, 2000, 2000.

For Republicans to claim that they
have never filibustered a circuit court
nominee is just incorrect. For them to
claim that they have never ‘‘success-
fully”’ filibustered a lifetime or short-
term appointee’s nomination is also in-
correct. The debate on Mr. Estrada’s
nomination is important.

I think in the debate on this nomina-
tion, this is not a nomination that
unites rather than divides. Certainly
within the Hispanic community itself,
highly respected members of the His-
panic community oppose Miguel
Estrada.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. LEAHY. I would be glad to. Let
me finish these comments, and then I
will yield on the time of the Senator
from Utah.

In this case, it appears to me that
the White House really wants to play
politics. They could end this debate
today if they wanted to. They can
make these papers available so that
Miguel Estrada can be asked questions
based on them. Miguel Estrada has said
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under oath that he is perfectly willing
to answer the questions, but the White
House told him he is not allowed to.
Once they are willing to, let us have a
hearing and then let us go forward on
questions based on what is in there.

The administration, however, seems
to believe that somehow the Senate is
their own unit to be used for whatever
type of politicking they want. They re-
nominated Judge Charles Pickering de-
spite his ethical lapses. They renomi-
nated Justice Priscilla Owen despite
her record as a conservative activist
judge and after being rejected by the
Judiciary Committee. Both of these
nominees were rejected by the Senate
Judiciary Committee after fair hear-
ings and open debate last year. Sending
these renominations to the Senate is
unprecedented. No judicial nominee
who has been voted down in Committee
has ever been renominated to the same
position by the President. The White
House in tandem with the new Repub-
lican majority in the Senate is choos-
ing these battles over nominations pur-
posefully. Dividing rather than uniting
has become their modus operandi.

Among the consequences of this par-
tisan strategy is that for the last
month, the Senate has been denied by
the Republican leadership meaningful
debate on the situation in Iraq. I com-
mend Senator BYRD, Senator KENNEDY
and the other Senators on both sides of
the aisle who have nonetheless sought
to have the Senate fulfill its constitu-
tional role as a forum for debate and
careful consideration of our nation’s
foreign policy in accordance with the
shared power provided in the Constitu-
tion. The decision by the Republican
Senate majority to focus on controver-
sial nominations rather than the inter-
national situation or the economy says
much about their mistaken priorities.
The Republican majority sets the agen-
da and they schedule the debate, just
as they have here this morning.

Among the consequences of this par-
tisan strategy, of course, what has hap-
pened by the Republican scheduling of
debate on this nomination is we don’t
have sufficient time to debate the Iraq
situation. We don’t talk about war in
Iraq even though there is great division
in this country. We don’t talk about an
administration which inherited the
largest surplus any administration has
ever inherited. The Clinton administra-
tion left the largest budget surplus to
this administration than any adminis-
tration ever had, and now Republicans
are creating the largest deficit in his-
tory. The Clinton administration cre-
ated a million new jobs a year. This ad-
ministration is losing a million jobs a
year. But if the Republican controlled
Senate continues to schedule debate on
Miguel Estrada, they will not have to
talk about that.

That kind of tells me why they are
doing this. Here is the greatest delib-
erative body in the world, and we don’t
have a debate on the war in Iraq. The
Canadian Parliament does. The British
Parliament does. The U.S. Senate does
not.
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I would be willing to yield to the
Senator from Utah on his time.

Mr. HATCH. I will ask the question
on my time. Will the Senator answer
on his time?

Mr. LEAHY. On the time of the Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Let me ask the question
on my time. I would like the answer on
the Senator’s time.

As to the number of circuit court of
appeals judges, No. 1, who was in
charge of the Senate when Abe Fortas
was defeated by a filibuster? No. 2,
were any of those circuit court nomi-
nees defeated by filibuster, or were
they all confirmed?

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I will
refer to this in my statement. All of
these were Republican filibusters and a
few times a few Democrats joined with
the Republicans in their efforts to
block these nominees. Some of the Re-
publican filibusters were successful,
and some were not, but they all were
filibusters and they all involved clo-
ture petitions. A filibuster is still a fil-
ibuster even if it does not succeed in
blocking the nominee forever. The Re-
publican filibuster of Judge Paez’s cir-
cuit court nomination proves that.

I fear that what the Republican ma-
jority is trying to do is rewrite Senate
history in order to rubberstamp the
Federal judicial nominees of this White
House and that this will cause long-
term damage to the Senate and the
courts.

I have served in the Senate for 29
years. I have never seen a President so
eager to divide rather than unite. I
have never seen such stridency on the
part of an executive administration or
such willingness as this Senate major-
ity’s to cast aside tradition, the rules,
and those things that give us a check
and balance. It is unfortunate because
the country expects more of us.

We see the most deliberative body on
Earth—the Senate—mnot even debating
the war we are about to go to in a mat-
ter of days, if the news accounts are
correct, and we are talking about this
because this is the Republican agenda,
packing the courts.

In the debate Republicans have in-
sisted upon, a number of fictions have
been told. The cloture votes, the ex-
tended debate, and the discussion of
the views of nominees is not anything
new or unprecedented. What is going
on here is unprecedented—with the Re-
publican blank slate, no past history,
and they think they can do whatever
they want to do.

During the time when President Clin-
ton was here and the Republicans were
in charge, there were scores of nomi-
nees on which we didn’t even have a
vote. We had anonymous holds by Re-
publicans. We didn’t have up-or-down
votes. Now, when we express genuine
concern, now, when we say why can’t
Mr. Estrada show us the writings that
he has said under sworn testimony he
is willing to show us but the White
House blocks him from showing us,
somehow we are blocking. Maybe it ap-
pears that the Republicans like the
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rules when they are using them, but
they don’t like the rules when we are
using them.

Even though Republicans blocked
some Hispanic nominees of President
Clinton and scores of others, I must
add that the debate on the nomination
of Mr. Estrada is not part of any retal-
iation. We have genuine concerns about
his nomination, his answers and the
documents we have requested to better
understand his unvarnished views. In
addition, we worked hard to move
quickly on the vast majority of this
President’s judicial nominations, to
demonstrate our fairness and biparti-
sanship. In just 17 months, the Demo-
cratic-led Senate confirmed 100 of
President Bush’s judicial nominees,
even though Republicans averaged only
38 per year. We more than doubled the
rate of confirmation. We also held
hearings for 20 circuit court nominees
and confirmed 17 of them in just 17
months, following on the heels of a Re-
publican average of just 7 circuit nomi-
nees confirmed per year, and one year
in which they allowed zero -circuit
court nominees to be confirmed. So, we
worked very hard to return the nomi-
nation process to a more consistent
and steady pace, after the obstruction
in prior years. So far this year, 5 judi-
cial nominees of this President have al-
ready been confirmed.

The confirmation of 100 judges nomi-
nated by this President was not enough
for Republicans to be satisfied. They
want every one of this President’s judi-
cial nominees to be confirmed no mat-
ter their ethical record or record of ac-
tivism or their controversy. They want
every judicial nominee on the courts
immediately despite the serious con-
cerns raised by Senators and citizens
alike. They want to pack the court
with many divisive judicial nominees
who will tilt the balance of the courts
for decades to come.

The fact is, it appears to me, the de-
cision is being made not here in the
Senate but by a political arm of the
White House.

They have made these controversial
appointments despite the recent his-
tory of the moderate nominees to these
circuits of President Clinton who were
blocked. If we use the ordinary defini-
tion of filibuster, we could say that at
least two of the vacancies on the Dis-
trict of Columbia Circuit were filibus-
tered despite the well-qualified nomi-
nees sent up by President Clinton.
They were never allowed to be voted
on. They didn’t make it to the floor.
Republicans blocked nominees in a far
easier way. They didn’t even bring
them up. They were nonpersons—al-
most like the old Soviet Union. When
you looked at the picture of the Polit-
buro, you would find out the next year
when the picture was shown they were
X’d out.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, will
my colleague yield for a question?

Mr. LEAHY. Certainly.

Mr. SCHUMER. How many of these
nominees were never brought up even
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for debate? Does my colleague think it
is even worse than trying to figure out
what his views are than never having
the debate on the floor and never
bringing them up and never giving
them a chance?

Mr. LEAHY. The Republicans
wouldn’t allow over 50 of President
Clinton’s nominees to ever have a hear-
ing or ever have a vote. Many of these
individuals were nominated years ear-
lier. We never got to know what the
reasoning behind the anonymous Re-
publican holds was. Even when we fi-
nally did, for example, a Mexican-
American circuit court nominee of
President Clinton, Judge Richard Paez,
was forced to wait more than 1,500 days
to be confirmed. And even then, we had
to vote in favor of cloture to get the up
or down vote on his nomination. Fif-
teen Republicans voted against clo-
ture—after he waited more than 20
months for a floor vote during the four-
plus years he was pending before the
Senate. In fact, one Republican Sen-
ator moved to indefinitely postpone
Judge Paez’s nomination, even though
he had waited for 1,500 days, and 31 Re-
publicans voted in favor of indefinitely
postponing that nomination in March
of 2000. If they had had the votes they
never would have let him be confirmed.
Not one Republican came to the floor
during the time Judge Paez was wait-
ing for a vote and suggested that the
Republican filibuster during any of
those 1,500 days was unconstitutional
or anti-majoritarian.

In fact, today made me think of this
when we have the two distinguished
Presiding Officers, the distinguished
Vice President and the distinguished
Senator from Alabama. The distin-
guished Senator from Alabama actu-
ally objected to the Vice President at
that time being in the chair in the
closing moments of the debate on
Judge Paez’s nomination because the
executive branch had nominated him
and that was a conflict of interest in
his view. Of course, Republicans did
not make a similar motion today when
it was a Republican Vice President in
the chair during a debate about a Re-
publican nominee.

Let us just be a little bit honest
about what is going on here. This is
sauce for the goose and sauce for the
gander. And yet this Administration
and many Republicans have not ac-
knowledged our effort to turn the other
cheek and confirm 100 of this Presi-
dent’s judicial nominees in the prior 17
months of Democratic leadership of the
Senate. Many of those nominations
were to seats that were blocked from
being filled during the prior period of
Republican control of the Senate.

It cannot be that only the rules Re-
publicans like at the times that they
like them are the rules that are fol-
lowed in the Senate, but more and
more that seems to be what the Repub-
lican majority is demanding. They
should not pretend the rules no longer
apply simply because the Republican
majority finds them inconvenient, but
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that is happening more and more in the
Senate. Regrettably, it has occurred
recently in connection with judicial
nominees before the Judiciary Com-
mittee, when the Republicans insisted
on breaching Rule IV, a longstanding
rule of our Committee that allows for
extended debate, as well.

I would like to address a most trou-
bling development that demonstrates
how Republicans are violating long-
standing Senate rules to suit them-
selves. Two weeks ago in a meeting of
the Senate Judiciary Committee, the
Chairman unilaterally declared the
termination of debate on two con-
troversial circuit court nominations.
Senator DASCHLE termed it deeply
troubling and a ‘‘reckless exercise of
raw power by a Chairman,” and he is
right. The Democratic Leader observed
that the work of this Senate has for
over 200 years operated on the principle
of civil debate, which includes protec-
tion of the minority. When a Chairman
can on his own whim choose to ignore
our rules that protect the minority,
not only is that protection lost, but so
is an irreplaceable piece of our integ-
rity and credibility.

The Democratic Leader noted that
faithful adherence to rules is especially
important for the Senate and for its
Judiciary Committee. He noted ‘‘how
ironic that in the Judiciary Com-
mittee, a Committee which passes
judgment on those who will interpret
the rule of law,” that it acted in con-
scious disregard of the rules that were
established to apply to its proceedings.
If this is what those who pontificate
about ‘‘strict construction’” mean by
that term, it translates to winning by
any means necessary. If this is how the
judges of the judicial nominees act,
how can we expect the nominees they
support as ‘‘strict constructionists’ to
behave any better? Given this action in
disrespect of the rights of the minor-
ity, how can we expect the Judiciary
Committee to place individuals on the
bench who respect the rule of law? In
my 29 years in the Senate and in my
reading of Senate history, I cannot
think of so clear a violation of Sen-
ators’ rights.

I am gravely concerned about this
abuse of power and breach of our Com-
mittee rules. When the Judiciary Com-
mittee cannot be counted upon to fol-
low its own rules for handling impor-
tant lifetime appointments to the fed-
eral judiciary, everyone should be con-
cerned. In violation of the rules that
have governed that Committee’s pro-
ceedings since 1979, the Chairman chose
to ignore our longstanding Committee
Rules and short-circuit Committee
consideration of the nominations of
John Roberts and Deborah Cook. Sen-
ator DASCHLE spoke to that matter
that day. Senator FEINSTEIN, Senator
SCHUMER and Senator DURBIN have also
spoken to the Senate about this breach
of our rules as well as a number of
other liberties that Republicans have
been taking with the rules.
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This protection for the minority has
been maintained by the Judiciary Com-
mittee for the last 24 years under five
different chairmen—Chairman KEN-
NEDY, Chairman Thurmond, Chairman
BIDEN, under Chairman HATCH pre-
viously and during my tenure as chair-
man.

Rule IV of the Judiciary Committee
provides the minority with a right not
to have debate terminated and not to
be forced to a vote without at least one
member of the minority agreeing. That
rule and practice had until last month
always been observed by the Com-
mittee, even as we have dealt with the
most contentious social issues and
nominations that come before the Sen-
ate.

Until last month, Democratic and
Republican Chairmen had always acted
to protect the rights of the Senate mi-
nority. The rule has been the Commit-
tee’s equivalent to the Senate’s cloture
rule. It had been honored by all five
Democratic and Republican chairman,
including Senator HATCH, until last
month.

It was rarely utilized but Rule IV set
the ground rules and the backdrop
against which rank partisanship was
required to give way, in the best tradi-
tion of the Senate, to a measure of bi-
partisanship in order to make progress.
That is the other important function of
the rule.

Besides protecting minority rights, it
enforced a certain level of cooperation
between the majority and minority in
order to get things accomplished. That,
too, has been lost as the level of par-
tisanship on the Judiciary Committee
and within the Senate reached a new
low when Republicans chose to over-
ride our governing rules of conduct and
proceed as if the Senate Judiciary
Committee were a minor committee of
the House of Representatives.

In fact, the only occasion I recall
when Senator HATCH was previously
faced with implementing Committee
Rule IV, he did implement it. In 1997
Democrats on the Committee were
seeking a Senate floor vote on Presi-
dent Clinton’s nomination of Bill Lann
Lee to be the Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral for Civil Rights at the Department
of Justice. Then, Senator HATCH ac-
knowledged: ‘‘Rule IV of the Judiciary
Committee rules effectively establishes
a committee filibuster right . .. .” In
1997, Chairman HATCH acknowledged:
‘““Absent the consent of a minority
member of the Committee, a matter
may not be brought to a vote.” In that
case, in 1997, Chairman HATCH followed
the rules of the Committee.

Last month the bipartisan tradition
and respect for the rights of the minor-
ity ended when Chairman HATCH de-
cided to override the rule rather than
follow it. He did so expressly and inten-
tionally, declaring: ‘“‘[Y]Jou have no
right to continue a filibuster in this
committee.” He decided, unilaterally,
to declare the debate over even though
all members of the minority were pre-
pared to continue the debate and that
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debate was, in fact, terminated pre-
maturely. Senator HATCH completely
reversed his own position from the Bill
Lann Lee nomination and took a step
unprecedented in the history of the
Committee.

In his recent letter to Senator
DASCHLE, Senator HATCH now contends
that he ‘‘does not believe the Com-
mittee filibuster should be allowed and
[he] thinks it is a good and healthy
thing for the Committee to have a rule
that forces a vote.” I ask that the ex-
change of letters between Senator
HATCH and the Democratic Leader be
included in the RECORD.

Our Committee rule, while providing
a mechanism for terminating debate
and reaching a vote on a matter, does
so while providing a minimum of pro-
tection for the minority. It is even that
minimum protection that Chairman
Hatch will no longer countenance. It is
Senator HATCH who has ‘‘turned Rule 4
on its head” last month, after 24 years
of consistent interpretation and imple-
mentation by five chairmen. Never be-
fore his letter to Senator DASCHLE has
anyone since the adoption of the rule
in 1979 ever suggested that its purpose
was to be narrowed and redirected to
thwart what he called ‘‘an obstreperous
Chairman who refuses to allow a vote
on an item on the Agenda.” After all,
as Senator HATCH recognizes in his let-
ter, it is the chairman’s prerogative to
set the agenda for the mark-up.

This revisionist reading of the rule is
not justified by its adoption or its prior
use and appears to be nothing other
than an after the fact attempt to jus-
tify the obvious breaches of the long-
standing Committee rule and practice
that occurred last month. That novel
interpretation was not even articulated
contemporaneously at the business
meeting.

The Committee and the Senate have
crossed a threshold of partisan over-
reaching to rubber-stamp judicial
nominees that should never have been
crossed. I urge the Republican leader-
ship to recommit the nominations of
Deborah Cook and John Roberts to the
Judiciary Committee so that they can
be considered in accordance with the
Committee’s rules. The action taken
last month should be vitiated and order
restored to the Senate and to the Judi-
ciary Committee. I urge the Judiciary
Committee and the Senate to rethink
the misstep taken last month and urge
the Chairman and the Committee to
disavow the misinterpretation and vio-
lations of Rule IV that occurred. Order
and comity need to be restored to the
Judiciary Committee. An essential step
in that process is the restoration of mi-
nority rights under Rule IV and rec-
ognition of minority rights thereunder.

During the last four years of the
Clinton Administration, his entire sec-
ond term in office after being reelected
by the American people, the Judiciary
Committee refused to hold hearings
and Committee votes on his qualified
nominees to the D.C. Circuit and it re-
fused to give hearings to three Sixth
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Circuit nominees in those four years as
well as to numerous other -circuit
nominees. Last month, in sharp con-
trast, this Committee was required to
proceed on two controversial nomina-
tions to those circuit courts in con-
travention of the rules and practices of
the Committee. This can only be seen
as part of a concerted and partisan ef-
fort to pack the courts and tilt them
sharply out of balance.

In circumstances such as these, when
the rights of the minority are being
violated and Senate rules and long-
standing practices are breached, the
minority is left with very few options
and very little choice in how it must
proceed. This President has been the
most politically aggressive and the
most unilateralist President I have
seen in my 29 years in the Senate in his
nominations. The Republican majority
is now choosing to abet his effort